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This thesis is dedicated to those who comprehend the importance of adaptive 
reuse of historic buildings as a significant aspect of downtown redevelopment.  
My hope is that this thesis will shed some light on the unaccounted preservation 
work done by California Redevelopment Agencies, specifically, the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles.   
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
Overview 
 
 Redevelopment agencies play a major role in the preservation or 
destruction of historic buildings.  When considering the benefits of preservation, 
we not only consider the protection of buildings for history’s sake; but its usage 
has become more evident as a form of economic growth.  Many positive things 
can be said about the ways preservation affects economic growth in a city; from 
the increase in property values to the creation of new jobs.  In order to further 
propel economic benefits of historic preservation, many programs and incentives 
have been put into place to motivate property owners and government to act on 
the retention of these significant sites. Those unaware of the economic incentives 
are mostly aware of designations and its “limiting” of one’s property.  The Mills 
Act, for example, was passed in 1976 as a special tax assessment program to 
incentivize the preservation of California’s historic resources.  The Williamson Act 
of the US state of California (officially, the California Land Conservation Act of 
1965) is a California law that provides property tax relief to owners of farmland 
and open-space land in exchange for a ten-year agreement that the land will not 
be developed or otherwise converted other uses.  Although there is plenty of 
literature on the benefits of federal, state, and local tax incentives for 
preservation, indirect  preservation work done by redevelopment agencies is 
overlooked.  Since redevelopment agencies target areas of the city that are 
considered “blighted”, it is safe to say some of these areas may contain 
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significant historic sites; often abandoned and in near ruins.  Although, there may 
be properties in a state of complete disrepair, there are those that can be saved 
and rehabilitated for different uses.  One such incentive that has helped with the 
rehabilitation of historic sites in Los Angeles is the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, 
which helps facilitate the conversion of older, economically distressed or 
historically significant buildings from commercial office space to new residential 
dwellings.1  But it is difficult, however, to truly calculate how significant of a role 
redevelopment agencies play in the preservation and rehabilitation in these 
areas.  What may be additionally difficult to calculate is the future loss of city’s 
historic buildings that are currently located in blighted areas or future blighted 
areas.   
Assembly Bill x 126 
 During the past year, in efforts to balance the budget in the state of 
California, Governor Brown proposed abolishing redevelopment agencies, using 
their $1.7 billion tax revenue in the next fiscal year to balance the budget.  As 
proposed, future redevelopment tax money will be sent to schools, counties and 
other government entities.  Although the idea of spending billions of dollars on 
schools and other government entities in need makes a great reason for the 
need of more tax dollars, the economic toll and indirect preservation work done 
                                                          
1 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Handbook (2010), 11. 
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by redevelopment agencies is being overlooked.  In total, there were 4252 active 
municipal redevelopment agencies in California; run by cities or counties.  
Collectively, these cities take in about $5billion a year in property taxes. 3  In 
researching some of their city-run redevelopment agencies, many not only boast 
about their economic accolades within their community, but also their 
preservation efforts and how its cultural significance enriches the city and its 
residents.   
Problem 
 Most, including those in the preservation field, find it difficult to correlate 
the work of redevelopment agencies with preservation and rehabilitation of 
historic sites.  The disassociation between preservation and redevelopment 
comes as no surprise, for redevelopment agencies are still viewed by most as 
the number one enemy of preservation.  In fact, if there were any link between 
the two, it would be redevelopment agencies’ indirect contribution to the birth of 
the preservation movement.  Redevelopment agencies, following the early 
principals of urban renewal, led a path of destruction in the name of economic 
development and the eradication of blighted areas. After New York’s Penn 
Station was bulldozed to make way for Madison Square Garden, New Yorkers 
                                                          
2 California, Department of Housing and Community, State Controller, ] Alphabetical List of 
Redevelopment Agencies by County, 8, accessed April 04, 2012, www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/rda. 
3 Maura Dolan, "California High Court Puts Redevelopment Agencies out of Business," Los 
Angeles Times, December 29, 2011, Introduction, accessed April 05, 2012, 
http://articles.latimes.com/2011/dec/29/local/la-me-redevelopment-20111230. 
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were made aware of the need for legal protection of historic buildings.   
 It’s been forty-eight years since the destruction of New York’s Penn 
Station, yet we as a profession and community still mourn its loss.  Though 
lamentable, the destruction of Penn Station galvanized advocates like Jane 
Jacobs to save New York City’s history.   Their outcry and endless rallying led to 
the passage of the city’s 1965 Landmarks Law, which created the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission. The Landmark Preservation Commission cites the 
demolition of Penn Station as an event that triggered the landmarks movement.4 
Though the preservation community has made great strides since the 
1960s, the evolution and accolades of redevelopment agencies should not go 
unnoticed.  Ever evolving and keen to emerging planning practices, 
redevelopment agencies have become a major advocate for the sustainability of 
historic city centers and buildings alike.  Since its inception, redevelopment 
agencies, such as the Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles, have 
acknowledged the importance of the preservation and rehabilitation of historic 
buildings both for the aesthetic and economic benefits. As we’ve learned from the 
past, in times of economic hardship, those unaware and uninformed are quick to 
allocate money away from preservation without really knowing its true attributes 
                                                          
4 Sewll Chan, "Rewriting the History of New York Preservation," City Room, November 27, 2007, 
History, accessed March 27, 2012, http://cityroom.blogs.nytimes.com/2007/11/27/rewriting-
the-history-of-new-york-preservation/. 
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to a municipality.  As redevelopment agencies begin to plan their exits, there is 
little care or focus into the well-being of proposed preservation work.  
Furthermore, what is to happen to those historic sites currently owned by the 
city?  
Justification 
 In regards to measuring the success of tax incentives and designations, 
the field is able to calculate its advances and millstones, but direct methods of 
preservation in urban areas are more difficult to tally.  To shine the spotlight on a 
major redevelopment agency in Los Angeles for the sake of this proposal; the 
now extinct Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA/LA) was praised for its 
work in the preservation field.  CRA/LA is a public agency established to 
 “…attract private investment into economically depressed communities, 
eliminate slums, abandoned or unsafe properties, and blight throughout Los 
Angeles, revitalize older neighborhoods through historic preservation and 
new development, build housing for all income levels, encourage economic 
development, create and retain employment opportunities, support the best in 
urban design, architecture and the arts, and ensure the broadest possible citizen 
participation in its activities”.5   
As noted, one of their goals is the historic preservation, which is unexpected, 
since we usually associate this with other programs such as Main Street and 
different tax incentives.   
                                                          
5 "CRA/LA," CRA/LA, Summary, accessed March 05, 2012, http://www.crala.org. 
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 Further showcasing redevelopment agencies importance in their field, the 
LA Conservancy recently awarded CRA/LA with the President’s Award, for its 
work in preserving over 50 projects in Los Angeles.  
“CRA/LA has demonstrated a firm commitment to revitalizing 
neighborhoods, supporting affordable housing, and making 
strategic investments that foster economic development—often in a 
manner that honors the rich architectural and cultural heritage of 
Los Angeles. Throughout the city, CRA/LA has supported efforts to 
rehabilitate neglected historic landmarks and develop strategies to 
place buildings back into productive use, serving the community. A 
number of these projects have received Conservancy Preservation 
Awards themselves, including Downtown Women’s Center (2011), 
Hollywood Bungalow Courts (2010), and Dr. Ralph J. Bunche 
Peace and Heritage Center (2006”).6 
 Currently7, CRA/LA is working on other significant sites, such as the 28th 
Street YMCA building (1926) in South Los Angeles and restoring Chinatown's 
Central Plaza Gateways.  Pending projects include the 1889 Boyle Hotel in Boyle 
Heights and the 1926 Westlake Theatre in MacArthur Park.8   Now that these 
agencies, such as CRA have been eliminated, what will happen to not only these 
sites, but overall the future of preservation?  Preventative action and possible 
laws must be implemented now before such properties are sold or internal 
surveys are lost.    As stated on the LA Conservancy website,  
                                                          
6 "Advocacy Issues | Los Angeles Conservancy," Home, Awards, accessed March 28, 2012, 
http://www.laconservancy.org/awards/11_cra.php. 
7 It is unknown at this point if all current projects will continue after taken over by the successor 
agencies. 
8 It is unknown if these proposed projects will be taken on by successor agency.   
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Historic preservation is a powerful engine for economic development and 
sustained growth, generating on average more than a dollar return on each dollar 
invested. We believe that the work of CRA/LA to revitalize neighborhoods 
through the reuse of historic buildings is a key strategy for our city and state’s 
economic recovery.9 
  
                                                          
9 "Advocacy Issues | Los Angeles Conservancy," Home, Awards, accessed March 28, 2012, 
http://www.laconservancy.org/awards/11_cra.php. 
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Chapter 2 History and Literature Review 
 
History of Los Angeles: 1900 to 1950 
Los Angeles, unlike previous cities, did not grow from a central core where 
industrial and civic centers intertwined.  Los Angeles instead grew from the 
outside in, with its industrial centers established on the outskirts of the cityscape.   
Unbeknownst to residents and planners in the early 1900’s, the area’s isolated 
industrial areas would eventually lead to the migration of millions of people.  This 
would in turn lead to the beginning of a new urban era, developing the California 
dream.10 
 More than any other place, California exemplified the growth of the West 
as an economic, social, and political force in the second half of the twentieth 
century11. In August of 1947, when the Bureau of the Census released a report 
on population shifts for the period from April 1, 1940 to July 1, 1947, California 
had gained 3 million new residents in those seven years.12   The city where “one 
could gaze northeast over the basin plain and clearly see Los Angeles City Hall 
in the distance” and “where residents could drive their cars along quiet roads 
adjacent to large tracts of farmland”13 was on its way to extinction.  In order to 
                                                          
10 B. Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles: Population and Housing in the City of Dreams, 
1940-1970 (London: Pion, 1986), 39. 
11 Steven Conn and Max Page, Building the Nation: Americans Write about Their Architecture, 
Their Cities, and Their Landscape (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003), 175. 
12 Ibid.,175 
13 Arthur C. Verge, Paradise Transformed: Los Angeles during the Second World War (Dubuque, 
IA: Kendall/Hunt Pub., 1993), 1. 
 9 
explain the increase in population increase in post-war Los Angeles, we must 
understand that it is a result, of political, economic, and social evolution, which 
took place on a larger scale. 14  
 The growth of Los Angeles in the mid-twentieth century occurred in two 
phases.  The first phase was from 1929 to 1941.  This twelve year time period 
more commonly known as The Great Depression was a time of doubt and for 
many, a time of misery.  It was a time when the global economy, the laws of the 
market, and the predominance of the East Coast underwent a dramatic crisis. 15  
The second phase was marked by World War II, which inadvertently helped fuel 
California’s economy16.  The new war-related jobs subsequently attracted an 
influx of migrants far exceeding the amount experienced during the Gold Rush.17  
As automobile ownership increased during the 1920s, so did development in the 
city peripheries.   In order to take advantage of the growing need for housing in 
the outskirts of the city, banks issued loans with a low margin of return.  This 
practice is also known as real estate speculation and some economists see it as 
major contributor to the Great Depression.18  As banks went bankrupt, so did 
farmers across the country.  Unable to get loans, farmers had to find jobs 
elsewhere.  The lack of funds and the prevailing drought conditions during the 
                                                          
14 Ibid., 1 
15 15  Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 38. 
16 Ibid., 39 
17 Conn and Page, Building the Nation, 175. 
18 Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 45. 
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1930s forced farmers and their families to pursue jobs in the West.19  All in all, 
millions of Americans left their homes and headed North and West.  The influx of 
migrants to Southern California not only consisted of dispossessed farmers, but 
also ruined people from the lower class and agricultural workers from 
Oklahoma.20  A combination of rapid migration and aggressive expansion added 
80 square miles and almost 600,000 new residents to the becoming metropolis.21  
During this time, Los Angeles annexed 45 adjacent communities, spreading out 
northward into the San Fernando Valley and southward toward the harbor at San 
Pedro.  During most of the early 1930’s, the Los Angeles’ population remained 
overwhelmingly Caucasian and Protestant   A decade later.   Los Angeles 
witnessed the beginnings of two great migrations:  the Mexicans and the African 
Americans.  The Mexican Revolution uprooted the Mexicans from their nation 
and the African Americans were leaving the weak economy and segregated 
ways of the South.  Combined with the growing Japanese population, Los 
Angeles had the second-highest percentage of non-whites, with Baltimore being 
first.22  
 During this time, there was also a shift in the transportations modes 
throughout the city.  By 1940, an estimated 80 percent of all passenger miles 
                                                          
19 Ibid., 41. 
20 Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 41. 
21 Tom Sitton and William Francis. Deverell, Metropolis in the Making: Los Angeles in the 1920s 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001), 2. 
22 Ibid.,2 
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traveled in Los Angeles were done by car.   Coincidentally, there were more cars 
in Los Angles than in all the states combined during this time.23  As early as 
1938, the city was already experiencing problems with traffic congestion.  Studies 
soon found that most of the problem stemmed from Los Angeles’ attempt to 
accommodate slower, local traffic, along with which was faster and more 
distance-oriented, on the same roadways.  The faster traffic was usually related 
to the industrial sector since they were responsible for transporting resources 
from the ports to the industrial districts in the outskirts of the city.  Traffic planners 
concluded the city needed a transportation network of roads that would be for the 
exclusive use of motor vehicles.  It was to be free of traffic lights and grade 
crossing.  Los Angles saw its first freeway in 1940.  Now known as the Arroyo 
Seco Parkway, then the Pasadena Freeway connected downtown civic center to 
Pasadena.24  
 Unlike the suburbs of the East, which offered escape from the inner city, 
Los Angeles was for the most part all suburbs.  It was the city of single and two-
family detached home, which comprised 93 percent of all dwellings.25  The most 
common form of architecture of the time was the “California Bungalow”.   It was 
considered an easily constructed utilitarian house with horizontal 
weatherboarding and columned porches, which structurally had more in common 
                                                          
23 Verge. Paradise Transformed, 8. 
24 Ibid. 8 
25 David Brodsly, L.A. Freeway, an Appreciative Essay (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1981), 76. 
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with a rural barn than with an urban Victorian or town house.26  By1940, all the 
social economic conditions for an economic boom were established.  It was only 
a matter of time before the war brought new industries that would create new 
jobs for the newly arrived work force. 
 After December 7, 1941, the United States was forced to switch its 
priorities.  It focused on the West as the industrial center that would produce the 
necessities for the imminent war.   Prior to the war, Los Angeles County led the 
nation in the number of predominate industries, ranking first in the production of 
aircraft, motion pictures, sportswear, oil well equipment and food products.27  The 
war effort attracted soldiers, workers, and industry to California’s two main 
harbors.28  The result was an enormous injection of capital into the war 
industries, which were prominent in California.   Due to the influx of new labor, 
which was all devoted to different industries supporting the war, construction 
ceased to exist.  Housing was so scarce during the war, families were forced to 
use existing buildings and adapt to their needs.  Along the shore at Hermosa 
Beach, Redondo Beach, and Manhattan Beach many beach cottages used only 
as summer resorts were sold or rented for permanent residence.29 The Los 
Angeles housing crisis had become so problematic by 1943 that some homeless 
war workers worked night shifts so they would be able to sleep outside in the 
                                                          
26 Ibid., 76 
27. Verge. Paradise Transformed, 1. 
28 Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 44. 
29 Ibid. 121 
 13 
warmer daylight hours.30  Aside from the scarcity of housing, most essential 
items, including food and gas, were rationed throughout the war.  In order to 
keep a steady supply of food and fuel to the ongoing war, the government issued 
war ration books and tokens were issued to each American family, dictating how 
much gasoline, tires, sugar, meat, silk, shoes, nylon and other items any one 
person could buy.31  Though it was of time of hardship, national wealth grew; the 
GNP went from $100 billion in 1940 to $213 billion in 1945.32  Unemployment 
basically vanished; the working force went from 45 million employed in 1940 to 
64 million in 1945.33 
 After the war, the reconversion of industry to peacetime production was 
easier than in 1919 since there was no exorbitant increase in consumption or in 
credit like the boom of the 1920s.34  By now, there was a newfound attraction to 
the suburban life-style.  The new economy aided in the rapid change in life-style.  
Primarily, it was the low-interest veteran’s mortgages that made home ownership 
accessible.35  The automobile industry successfully converted back to producing 
cars, and new industries such as aviation and electronics grew by leaps and 
                                                          
30 Verge. Paradise Transformed, 72 
31 Ibid. 70 
32 Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 44 
33 Ibid.,44   
34 Ibid., 45 
35 James Steinberg, David W. Lyon, and Mary E. Vaiana, Urban America: Policy Choices for Los 
Angeles and the Nation (Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 1992), 18. 
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bounds.36 At the same time, the jump in postwar births, known as the "baby 
boom," increased the number of consumers. More and more Americans joined 
the middle class. 
 In order to accommodate the high demand for the “American Dream”, land 
developers had to maximize land and profits at a rapid rate.  People preferred to 
build single homes and to own, rather than rent.37  The gridiron plan was created 
for the land development during the late 1940s and early 1950s to keep up with 
the high demand of housing need, but it hindered accessibility.  According to a 
nineteenth century engineer working for a developer noted: “The main advantage 
of the plan is that parceling is much easier and cheaper and lots sell much better 
than if they were cut along curved lines.38  Land was divided into rectangles that 
were twice as long as they were wide.  The result was a dense, but low quality 
network of uniform streets.  Few large avenues were included in the plan, which 
made it hard to accommodate traffic.   The need for urban freeways is largely 
another consequence of such mode of land development.39  
 
Community Redevelopment Agency  
 As mentioned in the previous chapter, Los Angeles was experiencing a 
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37 Marchand, The Emergence of Los Angeles, 70 
38 Ibid., 119 
39 Ibid., 119 
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shortage of homes and dealing with solutions to the increase in residents after 
WWII. Redevelopment agencies date back to the 1940s; they were implemented 
to address unsafe and unsanitary housing conditions and slums. In 1945, in 
response to the decay spreading throughout American cities, California’s 
Community Redevelopment Act was created.   It was designed to give cities and 
counties in California the authority to establish redevelopment agencies, address 
urban decay, and apply for federal funding. Three years later, in 1948, the 
Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles was created.  Though the 
Redevelopment Act provided federal aid to agencies throughout the country, the 
Housing Act of 1949 provided further federal funding for years to come. During 
the 1950s and 60s, the Federal Act of 1949 primarily funded urban renewal 
programs, not the redevelopment projects we know of today.  From the 1970’s till 
their extinction, tax-increment financing was the primarily source that funded 
redevelopment projects.  
 
California Community Redevelopment Act of 1945 
Congress adopted the National Housing Act, also called the Capehart Act 
in 1934.  It was part of the New Deal and put in place to make housing and home 
mortgages more affordable. This was in response to the Great Depression and 
the vast amount of foreclosed homes during that time.  Though helpful, it did not 
foresee the housing pressures the country would face after WWII. Faced with 6 
million G.I.s coming back home from World War II in 1945 and another four 
million in 1946, hundreds of thousands of them became homeless due to the 
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shortage of housing.40   Furthermore, 2.5 million new or reunited families were 
unable to find or afford homes, forcing them to seeking shelter with relatives.  
Anticipating the problem that lay ahead, Congress began to prepare for 
this situation when the end of the war came into sight in 1944. It created a 
mortgage guarantee program that allowed returning veterans to borrow the full 
value of a home without having to make a down payment.41   Prior to the bill, 
veterans and their families would have had to wait months if not years to attain a 
home, but with Congress’ financial assistance, the construction industry was able 
to build more homes faster. Having such assistance, families were more intent on 
waiting for a new house rather than living in an apartment or “used house”. This 
preference for new homes led to a demand for more than 12.5 million new 
units.42 
Furthermore, due to the overall lack and conditions of existing dwellings, 
especially those not associated with G.I.s, the Federal Government passed the 
Community Redevelopment Act of 1945.   The new law gave each state the 
power to create a redevelopment agency to tackle urban housing problems as 
they saw fit.  Redevelopment is defined as: 
Section 33020.  " Redevelopment" means t he pl anning, 
development, r eplanning, r edesign, c learance, r econstruction, or  
rehabilitation, or any combination of these, of all or part of a survey 
area, and the provision of  t hose residential, commercial, i ndustrial, 
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42 Ibid., 47 
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public, or ot her s tructures or  s paces as  may be ap propriate or 
necessary i n t he i nterest of t he g eneral w elfare, i ncluding 
recreational a nd other f acilities i ncidental or  app urtenant t o t hem 
and payments to school and community college districts43  
Furthermore, redevelopment includes: 
(a) T he alteration, i mprovement, m odernization, r econstruction, or 
rehabilitation, or any combination of these, of existing structures in a 
project area. 
(b) Provision for open-space types of use, such as streets and other public 
grounds and space around buildings, and public or private buildings, 
structures and improvements, and improvements of public or private 
recreation areas and other public grounds.  
(c) T he r eplanning or  r edesign or or iginal development of  un developed 
areas as to which either of the following conditions exist.  
 (1) T he ar eas are s tagnant or  i mproperly ut ilized bec ause o f 
defective or  i nadequate s treet l ayout, faulty lot l ayout i n relation to 
size, shape, accessibility, or usefulness, or for other causes.  
 (2) The areas require replanning and land assembly for reclamation 
or dev elopment i n t he i nterest of t he ge neral w elfare bec ause of 
widely scattered ownership, tax delinquency, or other reasons.44 
Most controversial was the need for redevelopment agencies for the removal of 
urban blight.  The emphasis on the war and G.I.’s desire for new housing in the 
peripheries left downtown residential communities vacant and deteriorating.  Due 
to its federal funding, cities found it in their benefit to destroy the blighted 
communities rather than mitigate current housing conditions.  As found in section 
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33030 of the Community Redevelopment Act, blight was defined as: 
(a) It is found and declared that there exist in many communities blighted 
 areas  that constitute physical and economic liabilities, requiring 
 redevelopment in the interest of the health, safety, and general 
 welfare of the people of these communities and of the state. 
(b) A blighted area is one that contains both of the following: 
 (1) An area that is predominantly urbanized, as that term is defined 
in Section 33320.1, and is an area in which the combination of 
conditions set forth in Section 33031 is so prevalent and so 
substantial that it causes a reduction of, or lack of, proper utilization 
of the area to such an extent that it constitutes a serious physical 
and economic burden on the community that cannot reasonably be 
expected to be reversed or alleviated by private enterprise or 
governmental action, or both, without redevelopment. 
(2) An area that is characterized by one or more conditions set forth 
in any paragraph of subdivision (a) of Section 33031 and one or more 
conditions set forth in any paragraph of  subdivision (b) of Section 
33031. 
(c) A blighted area that contains the conditions described in subdivision (b) 
 may also be characterized by the existence of any of the following: 
   (1) Inadequate public improvements. 
   (2) Inadequate water or sewer utilities. 
   (3) Housing constructed as a government-owned project that was 
        constructed before January 1, 1960. 
Section 3 3036 g oes i nto further des cription of  w ays t o remove ur ban 
blight, s uch as t hose us ed d uring the m id-century’s urban r enewal 
program. 
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(a) S uch c onditions of  blight t end to f urther obs olescence, 
deterioration, an d d isuse b ecause o f t he l ack o f i ncentive t o 
the i ndividual l andowner a nd hi s i nability t o i mprove, 
modernize, or rehabilitate his property while the condition of the 
neighboring properties remains unchanged. 
(b) A s a c onsequence t he process of deterioration of  a  bl ighted a rea 
frequently c annot be  ha lted or  corrected except b y 
redeveloping the entire area, or substantial portions of it 
(c) S uch c onditions o f bl ight are c hiefly f ound i n ar eas s ubdivided i nto 
small par cels, hel d i n di vided and widely scattered ow nerships, 
frequently under d efective t itles, a nd i n m any s uch i nstances t he 
private assembly of the land in blighted areas for redevelopment 
is so  d ifficult an d costly t hat it i s u neconomic an d as a 
practical m atter i mpossible f or o wners t o u ndertake b ecause 
of lack of the legal power and excessive costs. 
(d) The remedying of such conditions may require the public acquisition at 
 fair prices of adequate areas, the clearance of the areas through 
 demolition of  e xisting obs olete, i nadequate, uns afe, a nd 
 insanitary bui ldings, a nd t he r edevelopment of  t he a reas 
 suffering from such conditions under proper supervision, with 
 appropriate pl anning, a nd c ontinuing l and us e and 
 construction policies. 
 The a forementioned s ections, w hich c learly out line t he e mphasis 
on c learance, enc ouraged c ities t o di spose of  t hese ar eas i n ho pes o f 
bringing i n ne w bui ldings and r idding t hemselves o f t he l ow-income 
population that currently resided in the downtown areas.  Although section 
33020 o utlines r ehabilitation as o ne of t he w ays t o c onduct 
redevelopment, the latter sections, such as 33036, paint blighted areas as 
an urban plague whose only remedy is to destroy and start anew. 
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Housing Act of 1949  
 Due to the lack of proper dwellings, especially those in rural areas that 
lacked basic plumbing facilities45, President Truman enacted the “Declaration of 
Housing Policy” of Title II of the Housing Act of 1949.  Congress proposed the 
need for a national housing policy expressing its goal for  
 …the general welfare and security of the Nation and the health and living 
standards o f i ts p eople r equire ho using production and r elated c ommunity 
development sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage, the elimination of 
substandard  and other inadequate housing through the clearance of slums and 
blighted areas, and the realization as  soon as f easible of  t he goal of  a d ecent 
home and a s uitable l iving env ironment f or ev ery A merican f amily, t hus 
contributing to the d evelopment a nd r edevelopment of  c ommunities a nd to the 
advancement of  the growth, wealth,  an d security of  the Nation. The Congress 
further declares that such production is necessary to enable the housing industry 
to m ake i ts f ull c ontribution t oward an economy of  m aximum em ployment, 
production, and purchasing power.46 
 The overall goal of providing a decent home and suitable living environment for 
every American family was specifically addressed to low-income families.   The 
1950s census records showed nearly 30 percent of occupied units lacked basic 
utilities, such as the aforementioned.47  The need to provide assistance to those 
with insufficient funds is addressed in sections four and five of Article 42 USC 
Sec. 1441: 
                                                          
45 United States, Fannie Mae Foundation, Federal Government, Housing Act of 1949, by Sylvia 
Martinez, 2nd ed., vol. 11 (Fannie Mae Foundation, 2000), 469, accessed March 22, 2012, 
ProQuest. 
46 H.R. 1441, Federal Record (1949) (enacted). 
47 Fannie Mae Foundation, Housing Act of 1949, 456. 
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 …(4) gov ernmental assistance t o el iminate s ubstandard and ot her 
inadequate  housing t hrough t he clearance of s lums and blighted ar eas, t o 
facilitate community  development an d r edevelopment, a nd to pr ovide 
adequate housing for urban and  rural nonfarm families with incomes so low that 
they are not being decently housed  in ne w or  ex isting housing s hall be  
extended t o those localities w hich es timate t heir o wn n eeds and dem onstrate 
that these needs are not being met through reliance  solely upon pr ivate 
enterprise, and without such aid; and  ( 5) governmental assistance f or decent, 
safe, and sanitary farm dwellings and related facilities shall  be ex tended w here 
the farm owner demonstrates that he lacks sufficient resources to provide such 
housing on hi s own account and is unable to secure necessary c redit for such 
housing from other sources on t erms and c onditions which he could reasonably 
be expected to fulfill.48 
 In his January 1949 State of the Union address, President Truman, 
presented a set of proposals known as The Fair Deal.  The proposed was to 
follow the legacy of Roosevelt’s New Deal, while making significant 
improvements to the lives of Americans.  Prior to his 1949 reelection, Truman 
had originally proposed a twenty-one domestic legislation addressing welfare and 
economic development in 1945.  These twenty-one points addressed such 
issues as the revision of the taxation system, major expansion of public works, 
greater levels of assistance to small businesses, and increased assistance to 
farmers.49  As a progression from the ailing state of the country after WWII, one 
of Truman’s main goals was to address that lack of housing, experienced not 
only in Los Angeles, but also nationally.  By giving the Federal Government the 
power to aid communities at need, cities would be able to clear blighted areas 
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and redevelop on newly vacant land.  Truman further elaborated the need of the 
Housing Act by saying: 
…The Housing Act of 1949 also establishes as a national objective the 
achievement as soon as feasible of a decent home and a suitable living 
environment for every American family, and sets forth the policies to be followed 
in advancing toward that goal. They recognize and preserve local responsibility, 
and the primary role of private enterprise, in meeting the Nation's housing needs. 
But they also recognize clearly the necessity for appropriate Federal aid to 
supplement the resources of communities and private enterprise.  The task 
before us now is to put this legislation into operation with speed and 
effectiveness. That task presents a great challenge to the executive branch of the 
Federal Government, to local governments, and to industry and labor. While this 
act authorizes programs which will take a number of years to complete, in the 
light of the present serious needs for low-cost housing and slum clearance, and 
of the present period of economic transition, we should cut to a minimum the time 
necessary to initiate these programs.  Accordingly, I have directed the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator and the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
special efforts to place these programs into operation as rapidly as possible. I am 
submitting to the Congress immediately a request for the additional 
appropriations, which will be required in the present fiscal year.  Furthermore, 
since the low-rent housing and slum clearance programs depend upon 
local initiative, I urge State and local authorities to act speedily.50 
 Following the 1949 Housing Act amendment, the need for redevelopment 
became more prevalent, hence becoming codified as Health and Safety Code 
33000 in 1951.  Once established, RDAs designate a specific area or community 
of the city that they consider is blighted.51   In their scope of work, RDAs are to 
acquire property for developers, raze or build structures, bring in new 
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infrastructure, and provide affordable housing.52  In order to help agencies 
successfully remove blight in the designated project area, they are given the 
power of eminent domain.  Eminent domain has been a powerful tool used by 
agencies to acquire land from its owners.  Using eminent domain, the agency 
can then raze the existing “blighted” structure, sell to private developers, or lease 
to a business.53   
 Eminent domain is used by cities to seize land or structures to be used for 
public purpose.  Public use projects can be roads, transit, parks, public housing, 
and other infrastructure.54  Takings and eminent domain have been an extremely 
important topic in the realm of land use policy.  Takings originate from the 5th 
amendment, in which its states: 
No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous 
crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand jury, except in 
cases ar ising i n t he l and or  nav al f orces, or i n t he m ilitia, w hen in 
actual service in time of war or public danger; nor shall any person be 
subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; 
nor s hall be c ompelled i n any  c riminal c ase t o be a witness a gainst 
himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process 
of law; nor shall pr ivate property be taken for publ ic use, without just 
compensation. 
Government and agencies’ ability to take a private property without their owner’s 
consent and compensate them with the market rate value, often referred as “just 
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54 Janet Pack, "Takings" (lecture, Urban Public Policy and Private Economic Development, 
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 24 
payment” is often seen as unjust.  Though eminent domain is the power used in 
the “taking” of private land for the usage of public good, there are other forms of 
takings.  In the real of economics, a diminution of value can be considered a 
taking.  An example would be a change of zoning, where a present properties 
value may go down after a nearby area’s zoning is changed.  As law is 
concerned, a diminution of value is not considered a taking unless the reduced 
value is zero.55  There is also condemnation, which is most related with the topic 
of urban renewal and redevelopment.   
 Condemnation is the usage of eminent domain to transfer the title of a 
property from a private owner to the government.  In other words, condemnation 
is government’s taking of a property by using eminent domain powers.  Like in 
any taking, the private owner is paid “just compensation” for the land.  Though 
the condemnation of a property is to be used for public use, the act of 
condemning a property for economic development has questioned the definition 
of “public use.”  In 2005, the case of Kelo v. City of New London, a property 
owner was able to bring her case to the Supreme Court after her property was 
condemned for a redevelopment project.  The Kelo case questioned the meaning 
of public use and whether or not economic development fell under the umbrella 
of public use.  
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Structure of Redevelopment Agencies 
 As previously mentioned, the Federal Community Redevelopment Act of 
1945 came into existence to provide states with the right to create redevelopment 
agencies to combat urban blight throughout their municipalities.  The law allows 
the governing body of any city or county to establish a redevelopment agency if it 
declares the need for it.  During the first 20 years, only 46 agencies were formed 
throughout the state.  But after 40 years, 266 were formed.56   This was a result 
of the passing of Prop 13.  With its rollback of property taxes and limit on the rate 
at which property taxes can increase, local government had to find new ways to 
increase their tax revenue.  Since then, the number of active agencies has 
jumped to 425.  A large amount considering the state of California has 485 cities; 
most cities that have redevelopment agencies are those who have a population 
of 100,000 or greater.57   
 After a city decides to form an agency, it must hold a public vote to 
approve the city’s proposal.   Local government must hold an election not only to 
inform residents, but also due to the power agencies are granted.58  In 90 
percent of the agencies, the governing board consists of the city council, 6 
percent of agencies use the county board of supervisors, and 4 percent have a 
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separate organization.59  Larger city agencies tend to have a separate 
organization to oversee redevelopment activities, in such cases, the governing 
board is appointed by the city council.  Agencies can: 
o Apply for grants and loans from federal government 
o Purchase and sell property  
o Make loans, grants or bonds to finance operations  
o Enter into leases and other contracts  
o Seize property by eminent domain   
o Transfer land to private owners and construct or rehabilitate 
structures 
o Impose land use and development controls via comprehensive 
redevelopment plan 
o Relocate businesses and residents from acquired property 
In order to assess the city’s needs, agencies work closely with the city manager 
or mayor, as well as the planning department.60   
 
Redevelopment Projects 
 In order to bring redevelopment into the city, the RDA must designate a 
project area.  A project area is a specific area in the city that is identified as 
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blighted.  In order to pick the project area, the local governing body designates a 
survey area.  The redevelopment advisory committee, made up of members of 
the community, provides the agency with their wants and concerns of the 
surveyed area.  The advisory committee then evaluates the area.   
 If approved, the planning commission selects a project area and indicates 
how the purpose of the Community Redevelopment Law can be attained by the 
redevelopment of the area.  The project area can be smaller than the area 
surveyed, but it cannot be larger than the surveyed area.  At these early stages 
of the process, the agency may have an idea of what kind of project they would 
like to undertake on the site, but cannot have worked out details or selected a 
developer.  In cases with larger sites, the whole project may be divided into 
several stages, taking up to 30 years to complete, such as the case of Bunker 
Hill in Downtown Los Angeles.   
 The RDA must complete a Preliminary Report, along with an 
Environmental Impact Report and a report to the city council.  The report outlines 
the projects boundaries, which are taken from the area survey and provides 
evidence of blight.  The report also provides the interventions to be undertaken to 
eliminate blight in the area; as well as housing specifications and financing.  The 
report is also sent to neighboring local governments that may be affected by the 
proposed redevelopment plan.  Additionally, law requires the agency to conduct 
an annual report and audit for the project.   
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 After the submittal of the Preliminary Report, a Project Area Committee 
(PAC) is to be appointed.  Though not required by law, unless eminent domain is 
used in the acquisition of land, the formation of PACs has become the norm.  A 
PAC is comprised of a group of community members from the project area.  
Originally, this committee was organized to advise and consult the agency 
regarding the displacement of families and businesses during acquisition.  These 
members play an important part in project, since they are liaisons between the 
agency and the community.   The PAC plays another major role in the approval 
of the redevelopment plan, since it’s their job to review the redevelopment draft 
and advise the agency board whether the plan should be adopted.  Though each 
project differs, the adoption process takes an average of two years.   
 After the project area is formed, the RDA will contract with developers; this 
can range from one or more, depending on the project.  Different projects have 
different ways of selecting developers; some are chosen after open bidding, 
while others are selected through a request for qualifications (RFQ) or a request 
for proposal (RFP).  In order to attract business and developer interest in the 
project, the RDA will offer incentives.  Incentives can include, land write-downs 
(RDA owned land is sold below market price) and agency-provided infrastructure.  
In general, RDA acquires and prepares land and constructs necessary 
infrastructure.  The land is then transferred to the developer.   
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Project Financing 
 As mentioned in the previous chapter, funding was provided to agencies 
by federal grants and loans.  Federal funding usually covered 75 percent of the 
project, the rest to be matched by local funds.  In efforts to help local government 
meet their 25 percent, the state legislature created tax increment financing (TIF).  
TIFs give RDA’s the future gains in property tax in the project area to finance 
current improvements.  In doing so, RDAs were to be sustainable, no longer 
depending on federal grants.  In doing so, it gave cities more incentive to 
broaden the definition of blight.  By creating more “blighted” areas, cities could 
collect more taxes, especially after the passing of Proposition 13.  
 In order for a project area to bring in increase property taxes, the county 
must reassess the property.  Reassessment occurs during the sale of a home or 
after significant alterations to the home.  Therefore, having a home in a 
redeveloped area won’t raise tenant’s taxes or bring in new tax revenue for the 
agency.  Proposition 13 once again plays a major role, since voters approved it 
as the formula for establishing property taxes.  It determined property taxes to be 
one percent of the property’s market value.  When the property changes owners, 
the country assessor adds up to two percent of the assessed value to the 
property each year in which the property remains under the same owner.  Hence, 
the agency makes its money back through reassessment of homes or through 
new construction, where older, lesser-valued properties were taken by means of 
eminent domain, therefore making way for newer, more valuable properties.   
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Assembly Bill x 126: Background 
 Though Governor Brown’s 2011 proposal to abolish California’s 
redevelopment agencies seemed brash and rather, abrupt, the idea of balancing 
the state budget and finding ways to bridge the financial gap had been a 
reoccurring theme in the state for the past decade.  Prior to his accession as 
California’s 39th governor in 2011, Jerry Brown served numerous political 
positions in the state.  He served as California’s 34th state governor from 1975-
1983, California’s 31st Attorney General from 2007-2011 and Oakland’s 47th 
mayor from 1999-2007.  Upon his inauguration as Oakland mayor, his first 
pledge was to bring in 10,000 new residents to the city.  Since then, Oakland was 
seen the 10,000 new residents that were promised by Brown; largely due to 
Brown’s transformation of downtown Oakland.  New high rises along Lake 
Merritt, a tidal basin near downtown, and the Uptown district replaced the drug-
infested empty lots with mixed-sue apartments, including market-rate and 
affordable.61  Aside from the development of new housing and high rises, one of 
Brown’s greatest successes in the city was the redevelopment of the Uptown 
neighborhood.  The project is not only considered one of the city’s 
redevelopment success stories, but rather, the states.62 According to Gabriel 
Metcalf, executive director of San Francisco Planning and Urban Research: 
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“The Uptown neighborhood of  Oakland has to be l isted as one of 
the gr eat r edevelopment s uccess s tories i n C alifornia,” “ It has  
brought l ife bac k t o t hat par t of  do wntown Oakland and i t i s no w 
one of the great urban neighborhoods in California.”  Uptown’s Fox 
Theater, a 1920’s movie palace, had become known as “the largest 
urinal in the world” by the mid-1970s.63 
 Many credit Oakland’s transformation from an industrial port town with 
historically high rates of poverty, drugs and gang activity to Brown.  Surprisingly, 
the Oakland mayor was able to turn the city around by the creation of a 
development agency in the city.  Brown knew that in order to attract new 
residents to the city, he would have to seek money by creating a redevelopment 
agency, already popular in the state, with an estimated 400 agencies running in 
the state’s 600 cities.  Oakland’s agency, like so many others in 48 states, saw 
the potential in tax-increment financing.  The usages of TIFs and its ability to 
raise taxes arises areas designated for redevelopment provided the money 
needed to change Oakland’s deteriorating state.64  Based on his actions as a 
mayor and now as the governor of California, its shocking and hypercritical to 
see that Brown would want to cut the law that helped him succeed as mayor 
back in early 2000s.   
 In 2011, Brown not only inherited the Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s 
gubernatorial seat, but also his $26 billion dollar budget deficit.   The housing 
crash in 2008 was partly to blame for the growing dire condition in the state, 
leaving cities with an unprecedented amount of foreclosed homes.  The 
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ineffective budget-setting process in Sacramento was also to blame for the ever-
growing budget problem.  No longer praising its benefits, Brown saw the $5.6 
billion in tax dollars generated from redevelopment agencies as a source to 
remedy the problem at hand.  Using his executive powers, he proposed the 
removal of the state’s redevelopment agencies, granting him access the billions 
of dollars that till then had gone to the 400 state agencies and their cities.   
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Chapter 3 Criticism 
Abolishment of Redevelopment Agencies 
One of the major critiques and reasons for the abolishment of the 
agencies was the limited state oversight.  Agencies were required to spend 20 
percent of their increment on affordable housing, but that rule got overlooked all 
the time, with affordable housing funds often misused for years. Cities could use 
tax increment funds on everything they saw fit, from building bridges and sports 
stadiums through direct expenditures to assembling properties and brokering 
deals on behalf of private developers.   The lack of state involvement allowed 
agencies to redefine the definition of blight, or just plain ignore it.  By now we are 
aware of its evolution and cases such as Kelo v. New England showed 
redevelopment in a new light.  Aside from brokering deals and redefining the 
meaning of blight, some cities, especially small cities, even used redevelopment 
funds to partially pay the salaries of employees who worked for both city and 
redevelopment agency65.  Due to its inception and the way in which cities were 
given control of every aspect, few people in Sacramento knew what they were 
doing.  
 Though most were against the governor’s decision, there were those who 
were for it and saw the death of redevelopment inevitable.  Brown’s decision, 
backed up by the Supreme Court, ended the six-decade ware of attrition that had 
been waged on the balance sheets, in the statutes and California voting 
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booths.66  Though its beginnings were humble and destructive, the clearing of 
Bunker Hill being a prime example, tax increment financing and the passing of 
Prop. 13 changed redevelopment in California.  Many to this day, still lament the 
loss of Bunker Hill and the effects of urban renewal.  Though Bunker Hill’s 
vanished Victorian homes are to be lamented, redevelopment became a gentler 
tool and came to acknowledge the importance of preservation.  At the end, it 
wasn’t city officials desire to rid to older buildings in their communities, but rather 
the influx of redevelopment agencies in the 1970s was a result of Proposition 13.  
As mentioned in chapter 2, Prop. 13’s froze annual residential and commercial 
property taxes at 1 percent of their most recent sale price, which proved 
detrimental to the state’s budget.  At the end, schools were the ones that suffered 
the most.  Half of today’s agencies were founded in 1978, the same year as the 
passage of Prop 13.67  By 1989, the statewide tax increment had grown to $1.02 
billion.  By 2001 it had reached $2 billion and continued to increase by $1 billion 
every two years until 2008, when it reached $5.6 billion.68   
 By 2011, 12 percent of total property taxes were captured by cities 
through TIF arrangements. With the ever-evolving definition of what could be 
categorized as blight, and thus be eligible for a TIF, some counties took full 
advantage of redevelopment and its economic benefits. By 2004, Southern 
California county of San Bernardino had classified 22 percent of the land within 
                                                          
66 Ibid. 
67 "Out of Cash," accessed April 7, 2012, 
68 Ibid 
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its borders as blight.  That same year, Riverside had declared 25 percent of its 
land as blighted.   Though Sacramento has tried to define the definition of blight 
and imposed the 20 percent affordable housing set-aside, at the end, the 
numbers didn’t work out for Sacramento.  The greater the statewide TIF, the 
more it had to back-fill from the general fund to help out schools. By 2011, the 
state had to provide $1.3 billion to make up for the diverted school revenue.  
Governor Pete Wilson, who in the mid-1990s, enacted the Educational Revenue 
Augmentation Fund (ERAF), as an attempt to try and solve the problem.  ERAF 
forced redevelopment agencies to contribute a share of their TIF monies to 
schools in their respective areas. It was the enforcement of ERAF69 that served 
as the beginning of the end of redevelopment in California.  As time progressed, 
the tension between the state and agencies began to grow. The state continued 
to increase ERAF payments throughout the years, in which redevelopment 
agencies resisted, making it clear that the TIF was for them to reinvest.  In order 
to protect its money, CRA and the League of Cities sponsored Proposition 22.  
Proposition 22 protect CRA’s TIF money, for it prohibited the state from having 
any rights to redevelopment money and using it for the balancing of the state 
budget.  Prop. 22 passed with 60 percent of the vote, but its success proved to 
be short lived.   
 One of Brown’s main reasons to terminate CRA (besides his deep desire 
to acquire the agencies tax money) was the organization’s inability to account for 
                                                          
69 "Fact Sheet: The ERAF." League of California Cities, 1. 
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its finances.  This problem proves to be detrimental to preservation work done by 
the CRA/LA, since they are not unaware of the amount of historic buildings 
owned by them nor do they know what will happen to these buildings.70  With 
Brown’s eyes on the $5.6 billion, little attention was given not only the 
rehabilitation work done by CRA, but also the remediated brownfields, affordable 
housing development, new parks, and new infrastructure.   
 After many failed compromises between CRA, cities and state, 
legislature’s solution was a pair of assembly bills, AB X 126 and AB X 127. AB X 
126 called for the dissolution of redevelopment agencies and outlined the 
procedure by which they would go out of business. AB X 127 nullified AB X1 26 
for those sponsoring cities and counties, who agreed to give some of their TIF 
money to the state. If all the state’s agencies agreed to the provisions of AB X 
127, the total TIF payment would amount to $1.7 billion.  CRA and City League 
decided to sue, since they found the two bills to be a way for the state to ignore 
Prop. 22 and undermine redevelopment and voters’ will.  But what proved 
detrimental in the life span of CRA were not the bills themselves, but rather the 
lawsuits they filed.  Filing the suit against the state and losing, they basically set 
themselves for early dissolution.  The court ruled unanimously in favor of the 
state law to abolish redevelopment agencies and voted 6 to 1 to strike down the 
                                                          
70 Jennifer Gates, "CRA and Preservation," telephone interview by author, April 16, 2012. 
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bills what would have allowed the agencies to continue if they shared their TIF 
revenue.71   
 
AB X 126 
 As mentioned, Assembly Bill x 126 proposed the elimination of RDAs 
altogether in municipalities across the state on October 1, 2011. It also prohibited 
RDAs from beginning any new activities or issuing any more bonds, loaning 
money, buying more property and number of other things they normally do. Once 
the RDA disappears, the cities or designated entity would take over all 
outstanding duties like debt service while the rest of the agency’s revenues are 
distributed to schools and other things usually under funded by the diversion of 
tax monies to RDA districts.  As stated in the bill: 
… bi ll w ould s uspend v arious ag ency activities an d pr ohibit 
agencies from incurring indebtedness commencing on the effective 
date of this act. Effective October 1, 2011, the bill would dissolve all 
redevelopment agencies and community development agencies in 
existence an d des ignate s uccessor age ncies, as  d efined, as  
successor entities. The bi ll would impose various requirements on 
the s uccessor age ncies and s ubject s uccessor agenc y ac tions t o 
the review of oversight boards, which the bill would establish.72 
                                                          
71 Maura Dolan, "California High Court Puts Redevelopment Agencies out of Business," Los 
Angeles Times, December 29, 2011, Article, accessed April 05, 2012, 
http://articles.latimes.com/2011/dec/29/local/la-me-redevelopment-20111230. 
 
72 "ABX1 26 Assembly BILL, 1st Ext. Session - CHAPTERED," Official California Legislative 
Information, June 29, 2011, Article, accessed April 05, 2012, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-
12/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/abx1_26_bill_20110629_chaptered.html. 
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The bill went on to describe the economy of the state and its slow recovery from 
the worst recession since the Great Depression. The governor further makes his 
case by citing the significant lack in revenue has caused reduction of services 
such as fire and police protection; as well as the increasing class sizes while 
laying off instructors.  In order to alleviate the state’s current conditions, he 
references the increase of the unsupervised redevelopment agencies as the 
cause in shift of property taxes, taking up approximately 12 percent of all 
property taxes collected across the state.   In his solution to reclaim the $5.6 
billion dollars in taxes, he points out that the state does not need to have such 
agencies:  
 
(h) The Legislature has all legislative power not explicitly restricted 
to i t. T he C alifornia C onstitution do es not  r equire t hat 
redevelopment agencies must exist and, unlike other ent ities such 
as c ounties, does n ot l imit t he Legi slature's c ontrol ov er t hat 
existence. R edevelopment age ncies were created by  s tatute a nd 
can therefore be dissolved by statute. 
(i) Upon their dissolution, any property taxes that would have been 
allocated to redevelopment agencies will no longer be deemed tax 
increment. I nstead, t hose taxes w ill b e deemed pr operty t ax 
revenues and will be allocated first to successor agencies to make 
payments on  t he i ndebtedness i ncurred by  t he dissolved 
redevelopment age ncies, w ith r emaining balances al located i n 
accordance w ith appl icable constitutional and s tatutory provisions. 
and community college districts… 
 
…(4) Require successor agenc ies to expeditiously w ind down the 
affairs of the dissolved redevelopment agencies and to provide the 
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successor agencies with l imited aut hority that ex tends onl y to the 
extent needed to implement a wind down of redevelopment agency 
affairs. 
 
  
 Gov. Brown’s other proposal, AB x 127, would allow redevelopment 
agencies to continue as long as a significant portion of their property tax revenue 
is redirected to schools and other local agencies.  This second bill was set forth 
as an ultimatum for agencies that wanted to stay in existence.   
 
…upon t he en actment o f s pecified l egislation c oncerning 
redevelopment, es tablish a v oluntary al ternative r edevelopment 
program whereby a r edevelopment agency would be authorized to 
continue t o ex ist upon the enac tment of an or dinance by  the 
community t o c omply w ith t he bi ll's pr ovisions. T he bi ll w ould 
require the c ity or  county that created a r edevelopment agency to 
notify t he c ounty a uditor-controller, t he C ontroller, a nd t he 
Department of  F inance on or  bef ore N ovember 1,  2011,  t hat t he 
community w ill c omply w ith t he bill's p rovisions. T he b ill would 
require a participating city or county to make specified remittances 
to the county auditor-controller, who shall a llocate the remittances 
for de posit i nto a Special Dis trict A llocation F und, for s pecified 
allocation t o c ertain s pecial di stricts, and i nto t he c ounty 
Educational R evenue Augmentation F und, a s pr escribed. T he bi ll 
would authorize the city or county to enter into an agreement with 
the redevelopment a gency i n t hat j urisdiction, whereby the 
redevelopment agency would transfer a portion of its tax increment 
to t he c ity or county for t he purpose of f inancing certain activities 
within the redevelopment area, as specified. The bill would impose 
specified sanctions on a city or county that fails to make the 
required r emittances, as d etermined by  t he D irector of  F inance. 
This bi ll w ould authorize t he c ounty au ditor-controller t o charge a 
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fee t hat d oes n ot ex ceed t he r easonable c osts t o t he c ounty 
auditor-controller to implement the provisions of this bill.73 
 
 After the agency’s failed attempts to stay afloat and keep their revenue, 
the Supreme Court set January 31, 2012 as the day CRA’s were to be dissolved.  
As of February 1, 2012,  
CRA/LA functions will be l imited t o c lose-out ac tivities t o b e 
performed by  a S uccessor A gency und er t he di rection of  a n 
Oversight Board an d t he D OF. T he S uccessor A gency will b e 
responsible f or t he e xpeditious w inding d own of  ap proximately 
$422 m illion of  obligations c ontained within t he E nforceable 
Obligations Payment Schedule (EOPS) (based on the most recent 
submission t o t he S tate D ecember 15,  2 011) and as sisting i n 
liquidating assets of the CRA/LA. . Enforceable Obligations include 
payments for outstanding bonds and loans, payments required by 
federal or s tate government (e.g. grants) or  for employee pension 
obligations, j udgments and s ettlements, l egally bi nding a nd 
enforceable a greements or  c ontracts i ncluding t hose f or 
administration or  op erations, s ubject to approval of  t he O versight 
Board an d t he D OF. No ec onomic dev elopment f unctions will b e 
conducted by the Successor Agency.74 
As part of the dissolution, CRA/LA had to find a successor agency.  L.A. City 
Council voted to “opt out” of being the successor agency to the CRA/LA.  L.A. 
County Supervisors also declined to be a successor agency to CRA/LA.  Since 
the City & County passed, by default the State of California became the 
successor agency to the CRA/LA.   As a result, Governor Brown appointed three 
                                                          
73 "ABX1 26 Assembly BILL, 1st Ext. Session - CHAPTERED," Official California Legislative 
Information, June 29, 2011, Article, accessed April 05, 2012, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-
12/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/abx1_26_bill_20110629_chaptered.html. 
74 "Dissolution of the Community Redevelopment Agcency of the City of Los Angeles and 
Discussion Relative to the Successor Agency," Gerry F. Miller to The Mayor of Los Angeles, 
January 10, 2012. 
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people to the Governing Board for the CRA/LA successor agency.  As of 
2/1/2012, former City of LA Redevelopment Agency staff became employees of 
“CRA/LA, A Designated Local Authority (Successor Agency to the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles).”75  About 90% of staff 
received 120-day layoff notices, effective June 30, 2012.   
 Currently, the Successor Agency finds itself in the stage of winding down 
operations.  Housing assets will be transferred to the City of LA Housing 
Department.  Grants will be transferred to the appropriate City of L.A. 
department.  All other CRA/LA assets (real estate, furniture, etc.) will be put up 
for sale and the proceeds disbursed to the State, County, Schools and City.  
California legislature is working on various clean-up bills to deal with issues that 
have come up.   
 
AB1x26 Dissolution Key Dates 
 
January 13, 2012: Last day to adopt a resolution to opt-out of being Successor 
Agency. 
 
January 19, 2012: Last CRA/LA Board of Commissioners meeting. CRA/LA will 
present a final EOPS for approval by the CRA/LA Board of Commissioners for 
transmittal to the State. 
 
January 31,2012: Last day to adopt a resolution to identify a Housing Successor 
                                                          
75 Dave Neubecker interview, January 3, 2012 
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Agency, otherwise these functions will be transferred to HACLA by default. 
 
February 1, 2012: Redevelopment Agencies are dissolved and all assets and 
close-out activities are transferred to the Successor Agency. 
 
April 15, 2012: First ROPS due. 
 
May 1, 2012: Oversight Board appointments due. If positions on the Oversight 
Board are not filled by May 15, 2012, then the Governor will make the 
appointment. 
 
May 16 2012: County Auditor-Controller to transfer revenues to the Successor 
Agency to pay for obligations listed in the ROPS. Payments are made bi-annually 
with the next payment to be made on June 1,2012 and on January 16 and June 1 
thereafter. 
 
July 1, 2012: County Auditor Controller to complete audit of CRA/LA assets, 
liabilities, and pass-through obligations. 
 
July 15, 2012: Audit of CRA/LA due to State Controller's Office: 
 
July 1, 2016: Consolidation of all Oversight Boards into one County-wide 
Oversight Board. 
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Chapter 4 Methodology 
 
 This thesis relies on the research of redevelopment agencies, specifically 
their history and how their formation came to be.   Furthermore, the focus is 
centered on California Governor Brown’s assembly bill to abolish redevelopment 
agencies in California.  In turn, the thesis looks in the effects of Governor 
Brown’s on preservation.  Though there may be numerous examples of agencies 
using preservation and rehabilitation of older buildings within their redevelopment 
areas, the case study used is the Community Redevelopment Agency of Los 
Angeles (from now referenced as CRA/LA).    The primary data used is both 
primary and secondary sources attained from meetings with the CRA/LA, 
scholarly journals, and online research.  CRA/LA was selected due to its 
existence in redevelopment since 1948.   Furthermore, based CRA/LA’s long 
trajectory in redevelopment, it would be feasible to follow the evolution of the 
organization based on their projects which have spanned for over 50 years.  The 
two primary case studies chosen within CRA/LA were Bunker Hill and Center 
Business District (CBD).   
 
Historical Analysis 
 
 Since its formation, redevelopment agencies have had a bad connotation, 
largely based on its early association with the federal government’s urban 
renewal movement of the 1950s.  The preservation profession has in a sense 
grown as a response to the properties lost during the urban renewal era.  Since 
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then, redevelopment has not only been criticized by preservationists, but by 
economists and politicians as well.  This is largely due to redevelopment 
agencies’ ever evolving definition of blight and its partnership with private 
developers.  The historic analysis shines a light on the overall history of the 
federal government’s proposed housing aid and as well as the history of the two 
case studies.  The history sources for the evolution of redevelopment agencies is 
comprised of primary sources, such as housing act proposals and secondary 
sources such as scholarly journals.  In regards to the history of Bunker Hill and 
CBD, the research relies on interviews with CRA/LA staff and secondary sources 
attained from the CRA/LA office, such as newspaper clippings, power point 
presentations.   
 
Comparative Case Studies and Selection 
 
 In order to explain the preservation work by CRA/LA, the thesis employs 
the a comparative analysis of a project who’s primary tool of redevelopment was 
that of urban renewal.  The second project demonstrates the use of rehabilitation 
and preservation of older buildings within their guidelines and goals in the 
redevelopment area.  Bunker Hill being CRA/LA’s first project in Los Angeles 
naturally exemplified the usage of urban renewal and the destruction of Los 
Angeles’ Victorian community.  After speaking with Dave Neubecker from 
CRA/LA in October of 2011, he recommended sites within the Los Angeles 
downtown area.   Upon further research, CBD was chosen due to its proximity to 
Bunker Hill and its obvious usage of adaptive reuse.  Though CBD’s usage of 
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adaptive reuse may be obvious only to those currently living in downtown, the 
thesis makes a comparison of both project’s proposals and before and after 
photos attained from CRA/LA.   
 
Sources 
 The thesis research uses primary and secondary sources; scholarly 
journals, interviews and document research.  Interviews were conducted with 
Ken Bernstein (Office of Historic Resources Manager), Dave Neubecker 
(Assistant Project Manager, Downtown Region at CRA/LA), Jennifer Gates (Field 
Services Director at California Preservation Foundation), and Adrian Scott Fine 
(Director of Advocacy at Los Angeles Conservancy).  Documents and journals 
referenced in the thesis include CRA/LA surveys, journals, essays, and theses 
focused on urban renewal, redevelopment agencies, and historic preservation.  
Documents acquired includes; the 1954 Bunker Hill Redevelopment Proposal, 
the 1975 CBD Proposal, Assembly Bill 126 and 127, the 2000 CBD Amended 
Proposal, the Assembly Bill 126 Dissolution, and the CRA/LA Dissolution.  
Further documents include historic photographs acquired through Dave 
Neubecker and the USC digital archives.   
 
Analysis 
 In order to analyze CRA/LA’s contribution to the historic preservation field, 
the research is mainly focused on the surveys conducted by CRA/LA of buildings 
within CBD redevelopment area.  Due to the complete demolition of Bunker Hill, 
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the only analysis to be conducted is that of CBD.  The excel documents present 
the project name, type of building, component of work done, CRA financial 
contribution of each project, and private investment.  Interviews further aided the 
analysis process gaining sight in expert opinion and information readily available 
upon the scope of research.   
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Chapter 5 Case Studies 
 
Bunker Hill 
 The history of Bunker Hill is as old as the history of Los Angeles and 
California itself.   Spain began occupying California in 1769, when Gaspar de 
Portola began a Spanish expedition from San Diego to San Francisco.  On their 
expedition, they encountered Yang-na, an Indian village situated near the Los 
Angeles River.  Years later, the Yang-na would become the Gabrieleno tribe, 
after subjugation from the Spanish.  The Yang-na were renamed after the 
Gabrielenos after the San Gabriel Mission, founded by Father Junipero Serra in 
1771.  A decade later, the pueblo of Los Angeles was founded based on a plan 
set-forth by Governor Felipe de Neve and forty-four Mexican settlers.  The 
pueblo of Los Angeles plan consisted of 50-foot house lots surrounding a central 
plaza and seven-acre farm lots located between the Zanja Madre irrigation canal 
and the Los Angeles River.  Past the river were the pasturelands.  The pueblo 
was a social and trading center for the ranchos until the 1822, when Mexico 
successfully gained independence from Spain. Mexico was short-lived, as 
America’s victory in the Mexican War resulted in California becoming a territory in 
1848.  Two years later, the new territory reached statehood. The Ord Survey, 
Plan de la Ciudad de Los Angeles in 1849, set up the present street grid system 
in Downtown Los Angeles.76 
                                                          
76 Information regarding the history of Bunker Hill was gathered from a document given to the 
author by way of Dave Neubecker from CRA/LA.  Mostly sourced from:  
 48 
.  
Figure 1 Ord Survey, Plan de la Ciudad de Los Angeles, 1949.  (USC Digital Archives) 
 The survey extended along and up the base of the geologic dome 
formation that would later become known as Bunker Hill.  Soon after, the gold 
rush of 1849 brought many to California; making Los Angeles a desirable place 
to settle due to the high demand and prices for beef from its ranchos.  But its 
status as a prosperous city was short-lived.  The depleted source of gold and a 
series of drought years starting in 1862 bankrupted the ranchos.  As a result, 
most were foreclosed, broken up, subdivided, and offered for sale as farm 
acreage.   
                                                                                                                                                                             
LA Downtown News. "The Evolution of Bunker Hill." July 13, 1998. 
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 Development on Bunker Hill began in 1867 by Prudent Beaudry, a 
prominent entrepreneur who later became mayor of Los Angeles.  At the time, 
Los Angeles consisted of 5,000 inhabitants.  Beaudry purchased the twenty 
acres of the Hill at public auction with the intent of speculation.  In order to 
maximize the return on his investment, he successfully brought water and streets 
to his newly developed subdivision.  In 1874, he petitioned the city council to 
name the street at the top Bunker Hill Avenue.  The name would eventually be 
associated with the entire hill.  Bunker Hill soon became the fashionable place to 
live in Los Angeles.  The prominent 100-foot hill provided sweeping views of 
Downtown, remaining farms along the river, and the vast countryside. Its 
subdivisions gave birth to Victorian mansions, apartments and hotels, which were 
built during the late 19th century.  The hill attracted the city’s elite, from leading 
doctors to prominent merchants.  The elegant hotels on the hill served were the 
perfect setting to hold Downtown’s society gatherings and celebrations.   
 Though successful in its development, the hill proved to be a barrier in the 
further development of the city towards the west.  In 1901, the Angels Flight 
funicular was constructed to provide access up and down the hill.  Furthermore, 
Second and Third Street tunnels penetrated through the hill, providing access to 
new housing developments in the west.  Additional western access was provided 
with the introduction of the Hollywood route of the “Red Car”, which arrived at the 
Fourth and Hill terminal by way of the subway tunnel under Bunker Hill.  As land 
values rose, developers focused on the building of commercial, hotel and 
apartment structures on Bunker Hill.   
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 Though the first quarter of the century saw the rise of Bunker Hill as a 
place of distinction, the second proved to be less successful.  Due to its central 
location, Bunker Hill continued to be a barrier, not only physically, but also in 
regards to the city’s mobility.  The city continued to grow at an exponential rate, 
putting a focus away from the city and into the vastly growing suburbs to the 
west.  The development of the Central Business District to the south of the hill 
further propelled the demise of the once significant area.  With few new or 
replacement buildings for the aging and deteriorating wooden frame structures 
built in the decades before and after the turn of the century, Bunker Hill began its 
recession.  As its residents began to take flight to newer developments in other 
parts of the city, hotels, apartments and mansions were converted into rooms for 
rent.  Low-income families, single men, and transients found Bunker Hill a 
convenient place to reside in the center of town.  The area not only provided 
great views, but was within walking distance to services, jobs, and transportation 
facilities of Downtown, yet isolated from traffic, noise, and other urban 
entertainments.  As the depression of the 1930’s intensified, so did the need for 
affordable housing in the city.  The demand increased for low rent apartments 
and cheap rooming houses.  Bunker Hill’s population became skewed toward 
low-income immigrant families and transient single men.  By the 1940s, Bunker 
Hill was a far outcry from what it once was.  The once charming and ornate 
Victorian homes of the elite had now entered a point of disrepair.  The fading hill 
was further plagued with escalating crime, fires, and overall decaying health 
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conditions.   The eminent World War II worsened conditions, as an influx of 
workers in need for affordable housing entered the neighboring work force.   
 As the war came to an end, the lack in housing prompted the Federal 
Government to find ways to provide adequate housing for its residents.  As 
previously mentioned, the solution was the funding provided by the Federal 
Housing Act of 1946 and 1949.  Along with the passage of the California 
Community Redevelopment Law in 1945, they provided cities with legal and 
financial support to combat urban blight by use of redevelopment.  The Los 
Angeles City Council created the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City 
of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) in 1948.  William T. Sesson, a local businessman, 
became the agencies first board chairman, a position he held for seventeen 
years.  The City Planning Department conducted surveys and early planning 
studies for the CRA, whose findings would lead to the destruction of Bunker Hill.  
The results showed Bunker Hill had many problems; one being 82 percent of the 
housing stock was deteriorated, overcrowded, unhealthy, and unsafe.   As 
expected in an area with the same living conditions as those of Bunker Hill, the 
high costs of health, fire, and police services far exceeded the taxes collected in 
the area.  The high-rate of transients, low-income single men, and vagrants, who 
lived in Bunker Hill created a living squalor-like environment, much like the 
current conditions in Skid Row.   In efforts to change the living environment and 
making Bunker Hill a profitable, the area was proposed for redevelopment.  In 
1956, architects Pereira and Luckman, along with numerous consultants 
conducted studies and prepared reports, plans, and sketches for the newly 
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proposed Bunker Hill Redevelopment Plan.  The Federal Government approved 
the submitted applications, authorizing the agency major loans and grants to help 
fund the redevelopment plan.  City Council approved the Bunker Hill Urban 
Renewal Project on March 31, 1959.  The passing of the renewal project was 
preceded by a year of public hearings.  Five lawsuits were immediately filed 
following the project’s approval, challenging the redevelopment plan.  In 1964, 
after proceeding through the lower courts, the California Supreme Court upheld 
the plan. 
 In order to proceed with the redevelopment of the deteriorated Bunker Hill, 
CRA/LA conducted surveys of residents and businesses, appraisals, 
negotiations, acquisition of property, relocation of residents and businesses, 
demolition of structures and site clearance.  The aforementioned process was 
completed within five years.  CRA/LA purchased 285 properties, of which, ninety-
five percent of them were acquired through negotiations, while the remaining 
were by way of condemnation (eminent domain).  As mentioned in Chapter 2, 
redevelopment agencies were given the power of eminent domain as one of the 
tools to be used against urban blight.  CRA/LA also helped relocate 5,617 
residents and 442 businesses, while razing 393 structures.   
 The first new building to erect was the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
equipment building with its microwave tower for long-distance transmitting.  In 
1964, New York architect I.M. Pei made significant changes to the proposed 
plans for the redevelopment of Bunker Hill.  Barton Aschman Associates, traffic 
consultants from Chicago, designed the new multi-level street system.  During 
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the last half of the decade, planning, engineering, and construction of the new 
street, lighting and utility systems in the western half of the project were 
coordinated with the continuing sale of Bunker Hill land.  The redevelopment 
project’s efforts were eventually rewarded as it began to slowly attract major 
developments, such as the 42-story Union Bank building by Connecticut General 
Life Insurance Company, the project-wide central heating and cooling plant, and 
the Bunker Hill Towers; the latter consisting of 715 apartments within three high-
rise buildings.  In 1969, the Angel’s Flight Railway was dismantled and stored for 
years after major regarding of the top of the hill was done in order to facilitate for 
the construction of future development.  Angel’s Flight was eventually 
reconstructed in 1996, almost thirty years after its dismantling.   
 During the 1970s, the Bunker Hill Project began attracting a significant 
number of developers.  Many document signings in this decade between CRA/LA 
and developers resulted in development and land sale agreements covering 
nineteen major office, housing, and hotel buildings.   Of which, five were built 
during the decade.  The first to be built was the 55-story world headquarters of 
the Security Pacific National Bank (now Arco Center).  Following were the five-
cylindered Bonaventure Hotel, the World Trade Center building, the Park garden 
offices (now the Figueroa Courtyard) and the ARCO parking structure.  Though 
not completed during the decade, CRA/LA was also able to pen contracts with 
developers, amounting to five new large-scale developments.  The proposed 
projects were the six sites of the Promenade apartment complexes, four senior 
housing towers of Angelus Plaza, the Los Angeles Marriott Downtown (formerly 
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Sheraton Grande), Wells Fargo Center I and II (formerly Crocker Center) and the 
Citicorp Center office building (formerly 444 South Flower).   
 Fueled by a promised federal grant, intensive peripheral parking and 
Downtown People Mover studies were conducted in efforts to solve Bunker Hill’s 
parking, traffic, and transportation problems.  The proposed Downtown People 
Mover was to extend from the Convention Center to Union Station through 
Bunker Hill.  The project came within 90 percent of fruition, but newly elected 
President Reagan terminated funding for the project.  Another significant act 
conducted by CRA/LA was the creation of a Bunker Hill Housing Trust Fund.  
The Fund would use tax increments to construct thousands of affordable 
apartments throughout the city.  CRA would eventually allocate the Bunker Hill 
funds to the Watts Redevelopment Projects, which was enacted in 1968, after 
the Watts Riots.  
 Bunker Hill Project entered what is now referred to as “The Boom” era, 
lasting throughout the 1980s.  During this decade, Bunker Hill saw the 
construction of eighteen sizable structures.  The newly constructed projects 
included ten residential, five office, one hotel and two cultural centers.  
Construction during this time also included projects signed for in the 1970s.  The 
projects that carried over from the 1970s included 900 apartment units on four of 
the Promenade apartment sites, 1,090 senior apartments in the four Angelus 
Plaza towers, the Marriott Downtown Hotel, the Wells Fargo Center I & II, and the 
Citicorp Centre office buildings.   
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 CRA continued its redevelopment efforts on land that remained vacant 
since the 1960s.  In 1980 CRA conducted a nationwide competition for the right 
to develop eleven acres of choice land located atop the hill.  The proposed 
California Plaza development by Bunker Hill Associates and their architect, 
Arthur Erickson, won the rights to develop over four other competitors.    Soon 
after, Bunker Hill Associates commenced the construction of the California I 
office building and the Museum of Contemporary Art.  Other major buildings 
constructed during this time included the 400 South Hope office building and the 
Stuart Ketchum Downtown YMCA, which was built on top of the Arco parking 
structure.  With funding from the Bunker Hill Housing Trust, CRA was also able to 
build about 10,000 affordable apartments throughout the city. 
 The 1980s proved to be a successful decade for CRA’s initial goals set 
upon its beginnings in the 1960s.  By 1990, the once Victorian-clad hill was now 
the home to an ever growing and ever changing skyline.  In the eyes of city 
officials and residents, CRA had accomplished its goal of revitalizing the once 
deteriorating, crime-ridden Bunker Hill of the 1940s and 50s.  The success of 
CRA efforts in Bunker Hill motivated other parts of the city to establish their own 
redevelopment plans.  Though CRA/LA’s early campaign utilized urban renewal 
as a tool to destroy blighted areas with little consideration for the existing urban 
fabric; it seemed as though it eventually evolved into an organization who took 
into consideration the existing.  By 1990, Bunker Hill had not only built soaring 
skyscrapers, but also utilized its funds acquired throughout the years to 
rehabilitate over 20,000 units of affordable housing throughout the city of Los 
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Angeles.  Bunker Hill project funds were able to financially assist in the start-up 
costs of the Hollywood Redevelopment Project, which is accredited for 
preservation and rehabilitation of several theaters in Hollywood.77  CRA/LA also 
played a major role in the renovation of the Los Angeles Public Library.  CRA 
was able to broker the sale of the library’s air rights for the development of the 
Library Tower, now known as the U.S. Bank Tower.  By selling the air rights to 
developers of the tower, the city was able to pay for the reconstruction of the 
library following two disastrous fires in 1986.78   
  The recession, downsizing and an overbuilt office market in Downtown put 
a halt to office construction during the 1990s, with the exception of the California 
Plaza II office buildings, whose construction began in 1989.  Other projects 
completed during the 1990s were the 500-room Hotel Intercontinental, the 
Museum Towers apartments, and the reconstruction of the Angel’s Flight Railway 
in 1996.  The decade also saw the proposal and construction of Frank Gehry’s 
Walt Disney Music Center, which was completed in 2003.  Of the original 25 
blocks acquired by the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Urban Renewal Project, only 
three remained undeveloped by the end of the century.   The estimated $70 
million in public investment in the redevelopment of Bunker Hill has stimulated an 
estimated $3 billion in current development.  The bulldozing of historic Bunker 
Hill gave way to the construction of 9 million square feet of office floor area, 
                                                          
77 Jennifer Gates, "CRA and Preservation," telephone interview by author, April 16, 2012. 
78 Dave Neubecker "CRA and Preservation," telephone interview by author, November 16, 2012. 
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500,000 square feet of retail spaces, 2,500 hotel rooms, 3,000 apartment units, 
and five cultural facilities.   
 
Central Business District (Downtown LA) 
 As mentioned in the previous section, most of the growth in the CBD 
occurred during the 1920’s; in response to the geographical and development 
barrier that was Bunker Hill.  Unlike Bunker Hill, which was known for its 
fashionable houses and hotels for the city’s elite, CBD was established as a 
business corridor for the downtown area.  Prior to its development as the city’s 
main business corridor, CBD was a regional transportation hub from the late 
1800 and well into the 1940s.  The area was comprised of railroad passenger 
depots along Alameda and Central Streets and was surrounded by single room 
occupancy hotels for railroad and transient workers.  The Pacific Electric (Red 
Cars) had their main terminals at 6th and Main and 4th and Hill, which allowed 
access to the westernmost parts of the city.  At the time, the Red Car system was 
a mass transit system in Southern California comprised of streetcars, light rail, 
and buses.  Around 1925, it had established itself as the largest electric railway 
in the world.   The system interconnected cities in Los Angeles County and 
Orange County, as well as in San Bernardino County and Riverside County.79 
 As the area evolved in the first quarter of the 20th century, different streets 
                                                          
79 Information regarding the CBD and Center City East was compiled by interviews with David 
Neubecker  as well as access to CRA/LA’s past presentations on their current work. 
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and areas of the CBD became known for their commerce-specific districts.  Main 
Street developed moderate-price hotels, small theaters, and small retail stores.  
Spring Street developed with banks and financial services and was know as the 
Wall Street of the West.  Broadway developed with movie palaces and 
department stores.  The area became well known as entertainment and retail hub 
of the city prior to WWII.  During WWII, the area became known as both a 24/7 
entertainment area and an area that provided USO services.   
1945-1970s: 
 After the war, automobiles became primary mode of transportation and 
sent the need for public transportation into near extinction.  As mentioned in the 
introduction, post-WWII Los Angeles entered a time of prosperity.  The influx of 
automobiles and focus on the creation and expansion of the freeway network not 
only promoted the needs of transportation from the San Pedro docks, but also 
fostered suburban sprawl.  As the network of freeways grew, so did the need to 
establish other business and entertainment corridors to serve the new 
communities in the west.  Due to this, Broadway Street’s theaters became a 
nuisance, as new movie theaters were built in Hollywood & Westwood.  
Furthermore, theaters were hurt but the introduction and popularity of the 
television.  Spring Street, which was once known as the Wall Street of the West 
was now left abandoned, as Banks moved to the new Bunker Hill office towers.  
Main Street became known for its XXX and burlesque theaters as well as dive 
bars.  The single room occupancy hotels transitioned from transient worker 
housing to housing for the unemployed.    
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 Conditions in CBD continued to worsen as decades passed, to the point 
that Central City East evolved into ‘Skid Row’.  In efforts to alleviate the current 
conditions, the CBD Redevelopment Plan was adopted by City Council in 1975.  
Like any other proposed redevelopment project, the CBD was faced with legal 
challenges by LA County and affordable housing advocates which resulted in 
stipulated judgment in 1977.  In 1977, the CBD Redevelopment Plan was 
declared valid.  By now, CRA/LA funding was no longer based on federal grants, 
but rather tax-increment funds.  The project tax-increment funds were capped at 
$750 million; it was projected the project to bring in $4 billion without the cap.  
The tax-increment cap was reached in November 2000.  During this time, though 
significant progress had been made in the Financial District & Civic Center, much 
blight remained in the Historic Core, Central City East, and South Park.   
 In 2002, the CBD Redevelopment Plan was amended in efforts to 
revitalize the remaining blighted regions in the CBD.  In order to undertake the 
removal of the remaining blight, the CBD project area became three separate 
project areas: City Center (new 30-year plan), Central Industrial (new 30-year 
plan) and the amended original CBD project area.80   Just as in 1975, LA County 
and affordable housing advocates filed lawsuits.  Both parties settled an 
agreement in 2006.  The agreement called for the retention of the current net 
amount of low-income housing units.  The agreement also included a local hire 
program, which meant construction workforce was to be hired from qualifying 
                                                          
80 Which kept original expiration date of 7/18/2010 
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local labor organizations.   The new redevelopment plan also limited funds 
collected in the area, specifically; no tax-increment funds were to be collected for 
land located within original CBD project area.  
 
Figure 2 Original CBD boundary map, 1975.  (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 3 CBD Amended boundary map, 2002.  (CRA/LA) 
 
Central City East (Skid Row) BACKGROUND 
 Similar to CBD’s history, Central City East originally started off as a 
transportation hub in the 1880s, with a railroad depot at 5th & Alameda Streets.  
Located near a railroad, the area experienced a steady influx of 
transient/seasonal workers & new residents.  Due to its high transient 
community, SRO hotels were common throughout.  Services in the area included 
bars, saloons, and brothels.  As the area entered into the WWII era, services 
such as soup kitchens and job centers for the unemployed and/or homeless were 
introduced.  USO services were also introduced, such as canteens and movie 
theaters for Pacific-bound military personnel.  The area also included housing for 
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African-Americans who came seeking jobs in war industries.   
 Post WWII, with suburban sprawl and urban decay in full force, SRO 
hotels became housing of last resort for unemployed, no longer short-term 
accommodations for transient workers.  Former USO venues became XXX movie 
theaters, dive bars, and cheap restaurants.  By 1975, there were nearly 10,000 
residents.  Of those, 7,500 found themselves living in substandard SRO Hotels, 
providing small, relatively cheap rooms for very low-income tenants.  In order to 
help alleviate some of the problem, faith-based missions came into the area, 
providing about 1,000 shelter beds on a short-term basis.   Even with these 
efforts, the area as been ridden with makeshift homeless camps, averaging 
about 1,000 indigents every night.  Demographics during this period were 
primarily unemployed white men in their 40s or older with alcoholic tendencies; 
often referred to as “inebriates” or “winos”.   Land use continued as it during the 
1960s, with the addition of liquor stores, blood banks, pawnshops, ‘slum’ hotels, 
and missions.   
 Since its redevelopment efforts in 1975,  CRA/LA has initiated the non-
profit, SRO Hotel Rehab Program, which helped fund, acquire & rehab SRO 
hotels.  Another SRO non-profit, the SRO Housing Corporation, was an 
affordable housing developer that owned and operated SRO hotels.  Between 
1977 and 2000, $133 million were invested in the CBD.  Within that time, a total 
of 6 SRO hotels were acquired and converted to 2,003 units of permanent 
housing with long-term affordability covenants.   
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Chapter 6 Discussion and Analysis 
 
 CRA/LA has made strides in preservation, specifically in the last 20 years.  
Though their acknowledgement of preservation was first seen in the CBD’s 
proposal for redevelopment in 1975; more recently they’ve understood it as a 
way to stabilize communities and maximize their investment.  Unlike the case of 
Bunker Hill and urban renewal projects throughout the country, CRA/LA’s recent 
projects have taken the cultural heritage and needs of those in the 
redevelopment area into consideration.  Most recently, CRA/LA has created 
incentives for preservation in Los Angeles, of which have been acknowledged 
and made known to the public by the Office of Historic Resources in Los 
Angeles.81  Along with loans for rehabilitation, CRA/LA has also started to survey 
historic site within newly acquired project areas, such as the Wilshire 
Center/Korea Town Redevelopment Project Area.   In order to analyze CRA/LA’s 
evolution and recognition of preservation, this thesis looks at different proposals 
throughout CRA/LA’s history and shines light at the integration preservation. 
 Bunker Hill’s Redevelopment Plan, adopted by the City Council of the City 
of Los Angeles on March 31, 1959 makes it clear on its introduction page the 
disregard for preservation or rehabilitation, citing: 
 
This i s no r ehabilitation s ection i n t he r edevelopment pl an as  
defined by t he F ederal H ousing A ct o f 1 954, as amended, a nd 
                                                          
81 CRA/LA, "Residential Incentive Grant Program," Other Funding, section goes here, accessed 
April 28, 2012, http://www.crala.net/internet-
site/Housing/upload/Residential%20Incentive%20Program.pdf. 
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therefore t he ent ire p roject i s t o b e c onsidered a r edevelopment 
section as defined by said housing act.82   
Furthermore, the proposal makes it clear that structures on the current site will 
not be rehabilitated: 
Section 600 Rehabilitation of Structures 
As t here i s no r ehabilitation S ection i n t he P roject, t he o nly 
proposed rehabilitation shall take the form of alterations of buildings 
to remain, if any.   
Though it is clear that conditions in Bunker Hill’s housing stock and hotels 
throughout the early 1900’s suffered by “white flight”, the Great Depression, and 
World Wars’ industry focus; what is unknown based on the research is if any of 
the residences could have been saved or if in fact had entered a point of 
complete despair.  The original proposal documents give little information of the 
actual conditions, giving a generic description.   
Sec. 1000 Relationship to Definite Local Objective 
1. E liminate of  po or, s ubstandard, a nd e xtremely s ubstandard 
dwelling uni ts an d r ooming uni ts i n s ubstandard obs olete a nd 
outmoded residential structures 
3.  C learance of blighted conditions conducive to rates of disease, 
crime, and juvenile delinquency, above community average. 
4. Elimination of an incompatible mixture of residential, commercial, 
industrial, and public land uses. 
5.  D emolition of f rame structures conducive to a potential serious 
conflagration. 
                                                          
82 United States, Los Angeles City Council, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles, Under Hill Amended Redevelopment Plan Urban Renewal Project (1967), 5. 
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6.  D emolition of  br ick and ot her structures not adequately bui lt to 
resist seismic forces.83 
  
 Recognizing the ultimate fate of the Victorian homes, a small group of 
volunteers who were members of the Los Angeles chapter of the American 
Institute of Architects’ Historic Building Committee helped pass the City’s Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance in 1962.84   Along with the City’s Municipal Art Commission, 
they worked on the ordinance that would create a citizens board to survey, 
identify and protect historic sites throughout the city.  In their efforts, they were 
able to designate two properties that were on the bulldozer’s path; the Castle and 
the Salt Box.85  Rueben M. Baker built both homes in the mid-1880s as single-
family residences, but as time and trends progressed in Bunker Hill, both lost its 
grandeur and eventually became multiple tenant homes.  Unfortunate for us and 
those early preservationists, the salvaged 80 year old homes never reached 
restoration.  Once moved to an area called Heritage Square, where they would 
be displayed as living museums of the past, vandals torched them to the 
ground.86   
                                                          
83 United States, Los Angeles City Council, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles, Under Hill Amended Redevelopment Plan Urban Renewal Project (1967), 3. 
84 "History of the Cultural Heritage Commission." Home Page. Accessed April 29, 2012. 
http://preservation.lacity.org/commission/history. 
85 The Salt Box was declared Historic Cultural Monument #5 in October in August 1962. the 
Castle which became HCM #27 in May 1964. 
86 "On Bunker Hill." The Salt Box. Accessed May 1, 2012. http://onbunkerhill.org/salt_box. 
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 CRA/LA self-recognition of preservation and its benefits have become 
more prevalent in the 20 years, rather than since the adoption of the CBD 
Redevelopment Project, as originally thought.  Though the CBD does give 
recognition to historic sites in the Project Area, it is due to the initiatives passed 
by the Cultural Heritage Board of the City of Los Angeles. The CBD proposal 
clearly states the preservation of “landmarks,” which have been designated by 
the Cultural Heritage Board: 
To preserve key landmarks, which highlight the history and unique 
character of the City – blend old and new in an aesthetic realization 
of change or  growth w ith distinction.  Within the P roject area, the 
Cultural Heritage Board of the City of Los Angeles has designated 
the following structures as historical monuments: 
 a.  Bradbury Building 
 304 South Broadway 
  
 b. St. Joseph’s Church 
 218 East 12 Street 
  
 c.  St. Vibiana’s Cathedral 
 114 East 2nd Street 
  
 d. Fire Station #23 
 225 East 5th Street 
 
 e. California Club 
 538 South Flower 
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 f. Central Library 
 630 West 5th Street 
  
 g. Biltmore Hotel  
 515 South Office 
  
 h. Philarmonic Auditorium 
 427 West 5th Street 
  
 i. St. Paul’s Cathedral 
 615 South Cathedral 
  
 j. Los Angeles Athletic Club 
 431 West 7th Street 
  
 k. Palm Court, Alexandra Hotel 
 5th and Spring Streets 
  
 l. Cole’s P.E. Buffet 
 118 East 6th Street 
  
 m. Garfield Building Lobby 
 403 West 8th Street 
  
 n. Global Marine Building 
 811 West 7th Street 
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This S ection 4 01.8 i s i ntended onl y as r ecitation of t he f act t hat 
these structures have been so designated by the Cultural Heritage 
Board subject to and pursuant to Section 22.130 of  the Municipal 
Code.87 
 
 Through its amendments throughout the years, the CBD has been able to 
incorporate more downtown areas in its Project Area and focus on the 
rehabilitation of buildings for affordable housing, converted office to residential, 
and office space.  Such areas would include Central City East, which has 
rehabilitated numerous SRO hotels into affordable housing.  In the final amended 
CBD Redevelopment Project Proposal, dated July 18, 2010, the CRA/LA names 
the Residential Hotels Program as one of the goals for the area as well as listing 
the number of buildings and square feet they have rehabilitated throughout the 
years.  In efforts to preserve existing housing units available to lower income 
households within the City Center and Central Industrial Project Areas that 
development pressures increasingly threaten with demolition, the CRA/LA has 
been seeking ways “to acquire and finance the rehabilitation of residential hotels 
into permanent affordable housing with 55-year covenants beginning with this 
Implementation Plan period.” In order to succeed in their rehabilitation goals, 
CRA/LA cites the need to use financial consultant as ways to identify various and 
innovative ways to finance the acquisition and rehabilitation of the historic hotels, 
in order to  
                                                          
87 United States, Los Angeles City Council, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles, Central Business District Redevelopment Project (Los Angeles, 1975), 18. 
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 “…maximize t he av ailability and use of o utside f unding s ources 
(including C DBG f loat l oans, t ax-exempt bonds, L ow-Income 
Housing T ax C redits, hi storic t ax c redits a nd f açade easements, 
Proposition 1C  f unds, and C alifornia D epartment of  H ousing an d 
Community Development Multifamily.”88 
 Though much CRA/LA has an extensive amount of work in the low-income 
housing realm, they have also changed downtown and the amount of market-rate 
apartments and hotels available throughout the Historic Core and the Financial 
District.  Taking full advantage of the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance (ARO), CRA/LA 
was able to broker deals with private investors to help rehabilitate numerous 
historic buildings in the CBD.  Most of the projects have been the conversion of 
older office buildings into apartment and live/work spaces.  Most recently, 
booming downtown has attracted the interest of hotel companies, such as the 
boutique hotel company, ACE.   
 The Adaptive Reuse Ordinance was approved by City Council in 1999 and 
revised in 2002.  Its aim is to “revitalize Los Angeles’ architectural and cultural 
resources and encourage the development of live/work communities.”89  In an 
interview, Dave Neubecker, Assistant Project Manager at CRA/LA described how 
much of the revitalization work done in downtown was made possible by offering 
investors special incentives provided by the ARO.  The first area to take 
advantage of the CRA/LA and ARO’s incentives was Spring Street in the old 
Financial District of downtown.  Once regarded as the “Wall Street of the West,” it 
                                                          
88 United States, Los Angeles City Council, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles, Central Business District Redevelopment Project Amended (Los Angeles, 2007), 17. 
89 Adaptive ReuseHandbook, 11. 
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saw a huge disinvestment during the 1970’s and 80s.  Until its rehabilitation in 
the early 2000, most of the buildings were left abandoned.   
 CRA/LA was able to implement the ARO by brokering a deal with 
developer Tom Gilmore in 1999.  In order to attract him to the Old Bank District 
project at Fourth and Main streets he was pardoned of certain building code 
requirements, such as parking.  ARO’s flexibility has made investment in the 
Historic Core and Financial District more appealing. Upon its completion in 2001, 
the building was fully occupied and triggered new construction in downtown.  By 
2003, due to the success of rehabilitated buildings, CRA/LA no longer had to give 
incentives to incoming investors.90  In total, 15,000 new residents were created, 
bringing in 20,000 new residents and rehabilitating 45 historic buildings.91  The 
Downtown Los Angeles Demographic Study 2011, compiled by the Downtown 
Center Business Improvement District calculated that in total, Downtown has 
29,429 apartments and condominiums and 46,400 residents. Prior to the ARO, 
there were about 18,000 inhabitants and 11,626 residential units in Downtown.92 
 Further analysis of redevelopment proposals in the past 10 years shows 
not only the acknowledgment of preservation, such as the 1975 proposal, but the 
act of preservation and rehabilitation as a integral goal within CRA/LA’s 
                                                          
90 Dave Neubecker Interview January 3, 2012 
91 Ibid. 
92 Ricahrd Guzman, "News Adapting the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance," Los Angeles Downtown 
News, January 27, 2012, Article, accessed April 28, 2012, 
http://www.ladowntownnews.com/news/adapting-the-adaptive-reuse-ordinance/article_f9bf41da-
493a-11e1-b6c4-0019bb2963f4.html. 
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redevelopment process.  The amended CBD proposal of 2007 mentions the 20 
million square feet of office, retail, industrial, and institutional space have been 
developed, of which over 3 million square feel are in rehabilitated buildings of 
architectural, historical, or cultural merit.93  The same documents also list 9 
projects in Downtown that have been rehabilitated and used for housing.94  
Hollywood Blvd and Franklin Ave Redevelopment Project, drafted in 2010, 
though located outside of the CBD, further demonstrates the integration of 
preservation in the agency by adhering to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation.95  The document not only references the Standards 
as the document to be referenced throughout the historic project, but it consists 
of a whole section on Preservation.   The section consists of: Architectural and 
Historical Resources Definition, Historic Designation, Determination of 
Appropriate Reuse, Rehabilitation, and/or Preservation Method, and hiring 
Professionals with Rehabilitation Experience.96 
 What has proven to be most significant in the analysis of redevelopment 
agencies has been the stabilization of neighborhoods and the realization in part 
of the agencies.   In 2010, Glenn F. Wasserman, CRA/LA’s Chief Operating 
Officer, was quoted as saying, 
                                                          
93 Central Business District Redevelopment Project Amended (Los Angeles, 2007), 5. 
94 See Appendix D 
95 United States, Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles, Hollywood Boulevard 
District and Franklin Avenue Design District, Urban Design Standards and Guidelines (Los 
Angeles: CRA/LA, 2011), 22. 
96 Ibid.,25. 
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“CRA/LA’s commitment to preservation is an important part of our agency’s 
culture… We’ve seen the benefits of preservation and how it contributes to the 
stabilization and revitalization our communities.”97   
Seen as an important economic engine, Wasserman mentioned CRA/LA’s focus 
in preservation in the last 20 years was based on studies conducted nationwide 
regarding its benefits.   In order to appeal to new investors and later attracting 
residents to proposed developments, the Agency realized it was more viable to 
invest in designated historic districts, since their studies showed property values 
went up by 20 percent. In California, a 2008 study found that properties with a 
historic designation had values 16 percent higher than those without the 
designation.98  The Agency not only saw the benefits of preservation for 
themselves and pockets, but also for the nearby economy.  They also have 
focused on bringing in more jobs by way of their rehabilitation projects.  
Rehabilitation projects create 43 to 49 new jobs per $1 million spent compared to 
only 40 jobs for the same amount spent on new construction.  
 CRA/LA has successfully in the past 20 years proven itself not only as a 
powerful entity in regards to redevelopment, but also in historic preservation.  
Far-evolved from its roots as a small federally funded organization with sights set 
on the destruction of older communities; its strived in creating jobs, stabilizing 
communities, and revitalizing communities by using preservation.  Its usage of 
                                                          
97 CRA/LA, "CRA/LA - BluePrint," Community Blueprint, 2010, section goes here, accessed May 
01, 2012, http://www.crala.lacity.org/blueprint/bp_spring2010/bp_main.html. 
98 Ibid. 
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preservation served as a catalyst for restoration and creation of a booming 
Downtown within the last 15 years.  In the hands of CRA/LA, preservation tools 
and incentives thrived throughout the city.  Though unrelated, city incentives, 
such as ARO, could have not been as successful and realized to their full extent 
had it not been for the help of CRA/LA.  The Agency, akin to their potential, was 
able to merge and solve two unrelated problems; the preservation of fading 
structures and the economic revitalization of failing neighborhoods.   
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Chapter 7 Conclusion 
 It is unfortunate the lack insight government had in regards to the 
abolishment of redevelopment agencies in California.  With their mind’s set on a 
quick fix, they’ve not only killed one of the major economic engines in the state, 
but also risk losing the state’s cultural heritage and its immense economic 
benefits.  Though redevelopment agencies have had their share of bad press 
and questionable practices, their work done in preservation in the last 20 years 
has proven their understanding of cultural heritage and its myriad of economic 
and social benefits.  The Central Business District stands as a beacon of not only 
the action taken by early preservation advocates after the loss of Bunker Hill, but 
also the evolution of CRA/LA.  Though the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance 
was ground breaking and overshadowed by New York’s Landmarks Preservation 
Committee, the continuous caretaking of these sites could not have been 
realized without the help of an organization like CRA/LA.   
 Designation of buildings and their recognition are obviously important in 
the field, but that isn’t always enough.  Is designating an old building, as beautiful 
as it may be, a success when it’s left abandoned and unused?   Older buildings 
are more likely to be in an undesirable, blighted area, especially in cities like Los 
Angeles where urban sprawl continuously entices the wealthier population into 
the suburbs.  Unlike cities like San Francisco and New York, whose city 
boundaries have clearly been set by geographical constraints decades ago, most 
of the cities in the United States are like Los Angeles; abundant in land and 
sprawl potential.  Due to this, companies and residents alike have focused on the 
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new, rather than dealing with maintenance and retrofitting of existing historic 
structures.  So even if we designated all of downtown Los Angeles, what good 
would it do if businesses and residents are disenfranchised by the area?  Most of 
the success in redevelopment and rehabilitation, as well as the revitalization of 
the business district is largely due to CRA’s efforts; making downtown a desirable 
place to live.  All preservation efforts would be lost if the buildings are 
unappealing to anyone.  For many years and even today, older theaters and 
large department stores stood vacant in downtown.  It was CRA’s incentives and 
focus on adaptive reuse that attracted investors back into the area.  Furthermore, 
the city’s Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, though successful, could not have 
appealed to so many investors had it not been with the aid of CRA.   
 The financial crisis facing California is of obvious concern to all living in 
the state and one can understand the Governor’s agitation to solve issue at 
hand, the abolishment of CRA will only be a short lived solution to the grave 
problem.  As tempting as the 5 billion dollars in revenue the agencies bring in, 
the Governor and the Supreme Court are missing the bigger picture.  That 
money brought in by the agencies will not continue to grow now that the agencies 
are extinct.  The money comes in due to continuous reinvestment in other 
communities.  If reinvestment in blighted areas ceases, so will the money.  The 
Governor’s brash decision will eventually hurt California.  The once blighted 
areas stand the chance of falling back into disrepair once reinvestment 
disappears.  Furthermore, the agencies didn’t just bring in 5 billion dollars in 
property tax; they also created thousands of jobs throughout the state.   The 
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abolishment of these agencies not only exterminates job associated to new 
construction, but it also does with the numerous industries associated with 
preservation work.   
 It’s as if history repeats itself.  Redevelopment agencies have been 
criticized for years for their lack of oversight and their seemingly evolving 
definition of blight.  But what must be understood is that the majority of these 
agencies originally weren’t founded to combat high rates of blight in California 
cities, but rather, it was a survival tactic against Proposition 13.  Prop 13 left 
cities in desperate need for money after its resident’s near-sightedness.  Though 
the state has seen a diminution in city funding, city officials were prompted to 
create redevelopment agencies to cover the financial black hole its own residents 
had created.  In essence, redevelopment agencies have served as a scapegoat 
for the decision made in 1978.  Thanks to redevelopment agencies, California 
residents have yet to experience the results of their ill-thought-out decision.  
Having been founded as a way to cover up the loss of funding after Prop 13, it 
comes as no surprise why early redevelopment agency tactics focused on other 
forms of revitalization.  In essence, they were run by desperate city officials, 
prompting new ways to make up for their tax revenue loss.   
 Though it is to be understood that these agencies were never intended to 
do preservation work, Bunker Hill the prime example, these agencies had in the 
past years come full circle in their practice.  As we’ve become more aware and 
concerned with sustainability, as preservation’s voice has become stronger, 
redevelopment agencies have evolved along.  Preservation was born from urban 
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renewal, in essence, they have also been intertwined.  It seemed as though 
these two polar opposite entities had finally reached a compromise, aiding each 
other’s fight.  Both entities had helped preserve California’s cultural heritage, 
while keeping the state financially afloat.   
 Having been taken over by successor agencies starting February 1, 2012, 
the task at hand in terms of preservation is figuring out what will happen to the 
numerous historic properties owned by these agencies.  Part of the successor 
agency’s task is to liquidate all assets.   Whether or not one might agree that 
these agencies conducted proper preservation work, they at least had 
preservation guidelines and were in the eye of the public.  If these properties get 
sold off at auction, there will be more of monitoring their care.  One can only 
hope that the new owners will value the heritage of these historic buildings, but 
for all we know, these properties can end up abandoned in hopes of 
condemnation like so many property owners have done in the past.  As 
mentioned before, it would be vital to conduct a survey of all properties currently 
in possession of the CRAs throughout the state.   
 Based on the sudden decision to abolish the agencies, it would be rather 
unfeasible to quickly comprise an agency that would have enough power to 
survey the whole state before properties are auctioned off.  Though each city and 
redevelopment agency throughout the state selected different entities as their 
successor agencies; CRA/LA and its preservation efforts may not come to a 
complete stop.  Successor agencies, as specified in the bylaws, are given the 
ability to advocate for the retention or completion of projects.  There are currently 
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many projects in the pipeline, though yet unclear due to recent events, there’s a 
glimmer of hope.  Having witnessed the amount of economic benefits the city has 
experienced by way of CRA and its extensive rehabilitation work, it would be in 
the successor’s best interest to retain the proposed projects.   
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Appendix A: Bunker Hill  
 
 
Figure 4 Bunker Hill Aerial View 1939 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 5 Bunker Hill Aerial View 1965 (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 6 Bunker Hill Aerial View 1972 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 7 Bunker Hill Aerial View 2010 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 8 Bunker Hill Redevelopment Study 1950 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 9 609 South Grand Avenue. Date Unknown (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 10 Tax Revenue in Bunker Hill, Date Unknown (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 11 South Bunker Hill Survey 1958 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 12 South Bunker Hill Survey Legend 1958 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 13 Bunker Hill Survey Map, 1958 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 14 Bunker Hill Survey Map, 1958 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 15 Bunker Hill Survey Map, 1958 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 16 Bunker Hill Survey Map, 1958 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 17 LA Times Feb 10 1959 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 18 Bunker Hill Project Proposed 1960 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 19 Bunker Hill Project Proposed 1962 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 20 Salt box and Castle 1969 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 21 The Saltbox 1969 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 22 The Castle 1968 (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 23 3rd and Hill 1901 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 24 3rd and Hill 1930s (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 27 3rd and Hill 1978 (USC Digital Archives) 
Figure 25 3rd and Hill Late 1960s (USC Digital Archives) 
Figure 26 3rd and Hill Early 1970s (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 28 Photo Montage of 2nd and Hil (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 29 4th and Hill 1939 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 30 4th and Hill 1939 (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 31 4th and Hill 1973 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
 
Figure 32 4th and Hill 1975 (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 33 Bunker Hill before urban renewal date unknown (CRA/LA) 
 
 
Figure 34 Bunker Hill 1969 (USC Digital Archives) 
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Figure 35 Bunker Hill 1970 (USC Digital Archives) 
 
Figure 36 Bunker Hill before Urban Renewal Date Unknown (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 37 Bunker Hill after Urban Renewal 2010 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 38 Bunker Hill before Urban Renewal Date Unknown (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 39 Bunker Hill after Urban Renewal 2010 (CRA/LA) 
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Appendix B: Center Business District 
 
Figure 40 Grand Central Market before Adaptive Reuse (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 41 Grand Central Market after Adaptive Reuse (CRA/LA) 
 103 
 
Figure 42 Theatre Center before Addition 1983 (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 43 Theatre Center after Addition (CRA/LA) 
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Appendix C: Center Business District Amended 
 
Figure 44 Rivers Hotel before Renovation (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 45 Rivers Hotel after Renovation (CRA/LA) 
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Figure 46 New Terminal before Renovation (CRA/LA) 
 
Figure 47 New Terminal after Renovation (CRA/LA) 
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Appendix D 
 CRA/LA Adaptive Reuse Historic Preservation Projects 
Project Name Type Land Use
DOWNTOWN CENTRAL:
Far East Café Bldg ARO Mixed-Use
Higgins Building ARO Mixed-Use
Chester Williams Building ARO Mixed-Use
SB Grand (Barry Lofts/Milliron's Department Store) ARO Mixed-Use
Metropolitan Lofts (Fallas-Paredes/Metropolitan Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Title Guarantee Building ARO Mixed-Use
Santa Fe Lofts (Kerckoff Bldg & Annex) ARO Mixed-Use
SB Manhattan (Los Angeles Trust & Savings Bank) ARO Mixed-Use
611 Place (old AT&T bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Library Court (University Club Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
SB Main (Board of Trade Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Bartlett Building Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Haas Building (Broadw ay Exchange) ARO Mixed-Use
United Building/State Theater lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Coulter-Mandell Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Brockman Building ARO Mixed-Use
Roosevelt LA Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
217 E. 8th (Garment Capitol Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Textile Bldg (Santee-Phase III) ARO Mixed-Use
Emil Brown Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Coast Savings (Chase) Bldg ARO Mixed-Use
Grand Lofts (Western Auto Supply) ARO Residential
Victor Clothing Lofts (Hosfield Building) ARO Mixed-Use
Pan American Lofts (Irvine Byrne Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
The Judson (Judson C. Rives/Broadw ay Central Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Jewelry Trades Building ARO Mixed-Use
Palace Theater Bldg lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Chapman Building ARO Mixed-Use
Orpheum Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Eastern Columbia Building ARO Mixed-Use
Blackstone (Broadw ay Plaza) ARO Mixed-Use
Transit Building (1060 S. Broadw ay) ARO Mixed-Use
Herald Examiner-Phase 1 ARO Mixed-Use
Standard Hotel (Superior Oil Building) ARO Hotel
The Pegasus (Mobile Oil Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Gas Co. Lofts (South Village-Phase 1) ARO Mixed-Use
Flower Street Lofts (UPS Bldg) ARO Residential
Milano Lofts (Edw ards-Wildey Bldg/National Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use  
 
 
 107 
Sky @ 801 Grand ARO Mixed-Use
South Park Lofts (Martin Bldg) ARO Residential
1043 South Grand ARO Residential
Metro 417 (Subw ay Terminal Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Los Angeles Theater lofts ARO Mixed-Use
The Union (Union Bank & Trust) ARO Mixed-Use
655 Hope (Metro Center) ARO Mixed-Use
Packard Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Santee Court (Santee-Phase I) ARO Mixed-Use
730-36 S. Los Angeles St. ARO Mixed-Use
Santee Village (Santee-Phase II) ARO Residential
Gill Lofts ARO Residential
San Fernando Bldg (OBD) ARO Mixed-Use
Hellman Bldg (OBD) ARO Mixed-Use
Pacific Electric Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Main Street Lofts (Main Mercantile Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Troy Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Giannini Building ARO Mixed-Use
Reserve ARO Residential
Little Tokyo Lofts (Westinghouse Electric Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Taban Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Santee Live/Work Apartments ARO Mixed-Use
Douglas Building ARO Mixed-Use
Continental Bldg (OBD) ARO Mixed-Use
El Dorado Lofts (Stow ell Hotel) ARO Mixed-Use
TBD Hotel (419 S. Spring) ARO Hotel
Rowan Building ARO Mixed-Use
Security Building Lofts ARO Mixed-Use
Spring Arcade Building (Mercantile Place) ARO Mixed-Use
SB Lofts (Merchants Bank/Barry Lofts II/Valuta Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
SB Tower  ARO Mixed-Use
City Lofts (Sassony Bldg; Mortgage Guarantee Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Spring Tower Lofts (Barclay's Bank) ARO Mixed-Use
SB Spring (Hellman Commercial Trust & Savings Bank) ARO Mixed-Use
Great Republic Lofts (Great Republic Life Ins. Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
NCT Lofts (National City Tow er Bank Bldg) ARO Mixed-Use
Tomahawk Building ARO Mixed-Use
The Winston (W.P. Jeffries Building) ARO Mixed-Use  
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 CRA/LA Assisted Historic Preservation Projects 
 
Project Component
RESULT: RESTORATION/ACTIVATION OF AT-RISK HISTORIC RESOURCE
Biltmore Hotel & Tower restore/rehab 
Bradbury Bldg restore/rehab 
Embassy Hotel & Auditorium restore/rehab
Engine Co. #28 adaptive reuse
Garfield Bldg restore/rehab
Grand Central Square (Homer Laughlin Bldg) adaptive reuse 
Grand Central Square (Grand Central Market) restore/rehab
Grand Central Square (Million Dollar Theater) restore/rehab
Grand Central Square (Metropolitan Water Bldg) façade improvements
State Office Consolidation (Junipero Serra) adaptive reuse 
Los Angeles Theater Center (theater complex) adaptive reuse 
Library Square (Central Library) restore/rehab 
Library Square (One Bunker Hill Bldg) restore/rehab
Stock Exchange nightclub adaptive reuse
MALDEF nonprofits offices (Banks-Huntley Bldg) restore/rehab 
City Hall restore/rehab 
Catholic Cathedral prevent demo of St. Vibiana
Variety Arts Center Rehab
Renaissance Building restore/rehab 
RESULT:   MAINTENANCE AND/OR ECONOMIC VIABILITY OF RESTORED HISTORIC RESOURSES
Clifton's Cafeteria façade
Victor Clothing Co. façade
St. Vincent Square façade
Historic Core façade cleaning program façade
Continental Bldg façade
San Fernando Bldg lease revenue 
419-33 S. Spring lease revenue
Banco Popular/H.W. Hellman Bldg lease revenue  
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